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Vice- CHANCELLOR JAMES sat till half-past six yester- 
day evening, to dispose of the petition to wind up the 
European Assurance Association. His Honour dismissed 
the petition with costs. A short note of the case will 
be found in another column. 





WITH REFERENCE TO THE SUBJECT of agents and 
touts at county courts, to which attention was called in 
this journal last week by “ A Solicitor,” a suggestion has 
‘oeen made to us which is well worth consideration; it 
is in substance as follows:—At present no attorney’s 
costs are allowed, where the claim is £20or under, if 
the amount is paid into court five clear days before the 
day of hearing, except under section 2 of the Act of 
1867, which applies only to goods sold and delivered to 
be dealt with in the way of trade. Above £20, attorney’s 
costs may be charged in a summons, to the amount of 
£1 3s, Gd, in the same way that costs are charged in a 
writ. If a graduated scale of costs were allowed below 
the £20 line, to be charged in the same way and on the 
game condition, namely, that the particulars must be 
gigned by an attorney, a far greater amount of busi- 
ness would pass through professional hands than 
at present. The scale of costs must be moderate, 
and apply merely to the filling up the precipe and draw- 
ing the particulars of demand. Suppose the scale were 
ls, for £2 and under, with an increase of 6d. for every 
£2 up to £20. In the case of the lowest fee of 1s. there 
would be simply the precipe to fill up, and in 99 cases 
out of 100 the youngest clerk could do the work 
in five minutes without aid. The touts, although many 
of them generally charge less, miss no opportunity of 
obtaining as much more as possible. If such a scale as 
the above were adopted and the public made thoroughly 
aware of it, the ground would to a very great extent be 
cut from under the touts’ and agents’ feet. A suitor 
would then prefer going to a solicitor, even in the smallest 
cases, to have his precipe filled up, because, 
although the tout would do the thing (and 
do it very badly) for Gd., the amount would not be re- 
coverable, whilst in the attorney’s office the business 
would be properly done and the costs recoverable. Of 
course, this scale of costs would apply only to preparing 
the precipe and bill of particulars, and not to any other 
work whatever. The Treasury and the Lord Chancellor 
could sanction such an allowance of costs without the 
intervention of Parliament, and the moderation of the 
scile would commend it to their Lordships as being 
scarcely an appreciable burden on defendants, County 
court officials would aid any such scheme for getting rid 
of or diminishing the touts, for two reasons:—if the in- 
stractions for issuing summonses were drawn in attorneys 
offices the officials would be able to read the writing, 
which they very often find great difficulty in doing at 
present ; and, at the same time, a standing nuisance, 
from which they suffer probably as much as any body, 
would be,if not destroyed, at least considerably diminished. 

Without giving an opinion at present on the subject 
we commend it to the consideration of the profession. 
There may be “ something in it.” 





THE ANGLO-INDIAN CouRTS, in administering the pro- 


perty of a deceased Hindu, are guided by the rules of the 
Hindu law of inheritance, with two important excep- 
tions. The first is that by Act XXI. of 1850 it is de- 
clared that any law or usage inflicting forfeiture of pro- 
perty or impairing any right of inheritance of any 
person renouncing or being excluded from the communion 
of any religion shall cease to be enforced by the Indian 
Courts. The second is that by Act XV. of 1856 the 
re-marriage of Hindu widows is made legal. A curious 
case upon this last Act has just come before the High Court 
of Calcutta. The 2nd section of the Act says that upon 
re-marriage all rights “which any widow may have in 
her deceased husband’s property by way of maintenance, 
or by inheritance to her husband or his lineal successors, 
or by virtue of any will or testamentary disposition con- 
ferriug upon her, without express permission to re-marry, 
only a limited interest in such property with no power 
of alienating the same, shall cease and determine as if 
she had then died.” The 3rd section provides for the 
guardianship of the children; the 4th section declares 
that the Act shall not render a childless widuw capable 
of inheriting ; and the 5th says that, except as is pro- 
vided by the three preceding sections, a widow shall not, 
by reason of her re-marriage, forfeit any property, or any 
tight to property, to which she would otherwise be en- 
titled. 

In the case before the High Court a Hindu had died 
leaving a widow, aminor son, and adaughter. Hisestate 
vested in his son,and then his widow re-married. The son 
died and his mother claimed to succeed by inheritance to 
him, but his step-brother took possession of the property. 
Both the Superior Courts decided in favour of the mother, 
and on the final appeal the High Court confirmed the 
decision of the Courts below. The ratio, decidendi of 
Chief Justice Sir Barnes Peacock was that the right of 
the mother to inherit to her deceased son accrued after 
her re-marriage, and was not taken away by the operation 
of section 2, Mr. Justice Jackson, while concurring 
with the Chief Justice, intimated an opinion that although 
the decision was in accordance with the words of the 
Act, it was not in accordance with the intention of the 
Legislature. But, said the learned judge, ‘it is not our 
province to set aside the clear meaning of the words of 
the Legislature for the purpose of getting rid of apparent 
inconsistencies.” 

“ ANOTHER POLICYHOLDER in one of the amalga- 
mated offices ” this week joins “ A Policyholder”’ in the 
same in his disapprobation of our view on the liability 
question. His arguments in opposition to our observa- 
tions of last week may be summed up as follows:— 

“The policyholder could not; at the time of the trans- 
fer, compel the company to pay him the surrender value 
of his policy, because the policy contains no clause oblig- 
ing the company to pay it. 

“The policyholder, even had he the legal right to de- 
mand the surrender value, had practically no opportu- 
nity of doing so, because he had no notice of the transfer 
till original company, directors, secretary, &c., had dis- 
appeared. 

“Tnsurance companies have no right to ‘cease busi- 
ness’ as to policies already granted, and, invitis the 
policyholders, could not insist on doing so. Therefore, 
while authorising another company to receive their pre- 
miums, they could not stipulate for a cesser of their own 
liability. 

“ Therefore, payment of the premiums to another com- 
pany cannot be regarded as acquiescence.” 

If we have not correctly represented our correspondent’s 
arguments, the originals may be consulted in another 
column. He appears to us to commit the error of a 
confusion between what were the rights of the parties 
when the “amalgamation” took place and their rights 
at the present moment, between what the policyholders 
might have insisted on and what they may have con- 
doned. We certainly agree that insurance companies 
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have no right to cease business as to policies already 
granted, cannot insist on saying to their policyholders, 
“the —— Company takes on our business; we hand you 
over to them.” If an “amalgamation” were taking 
place at the present moment no doubt policyholders 
would, with the experience now gained, distinctly 
notify to their company that they declined to 
accept the substituted liability of the newone. And 
there can be no question whatever but that they would 
thereby save all their rights against their original com- 
pany. We think also that they would be entitled to 
claim surrender values, and to wind up the company if 
refused them. More than this they could not obtain, 
because though the company has entered into a 
contract which is to last during the life of the 
assured, and has no right whatever to insist 
on compounding that contract at any earlier 
date, it would not be in the power of the 
policyholder to compel it to carry on business till the 
death of the assured: no Court would decree a specific 
performance of that kind. 

The question, however, is, what is the position of policy- 
holders who did not take these steps ? 

Undoubtedly the companies have done what they 
could not insist on doing. But, this having been done, 
have or have not the policyholders accepted the substi- 
tution, become in fact parties to a novation? This, as 
we have before said, is a question of intention, the acts 
of the parties being, of course, material evidence. 
We do not, however, wish it to be understood that we 
imagine no cases in which the policyholder may have a 
perfect claim on the original company, because, as we 
said last week, we can imagine cases in which the 
policyholder, without any /aches on his own part, never 
knew of the amalgamation. 

If the assets of the Albert Assurance Company should 
prove insufficient to meet its liabilities, this question will 
probably be raised; otherwise, we suppose it willremain un- 
decided. Should there be a decision, and should our opinion 
not be endorsed by the Court, it will be our duty to make 
our readers aware of the fact. In the meantime, so far 
as the general public are concerned (we are not now 
speaking of our own correspondents), we think there has 
been some confusion between the liability of the original 
company to be wound up, and its liability to pay certain 
policies. The former there is no doubt of; as long asa 
company exists it is liable to be wound up, and it exists 
until it is wound up. Who is entitled to prove under 
its winding-up, is another question. 


THE AMENDED JUDICATURE COMMISSION, which we 
lately* announced as forthcoming, was issued on Monday. 
To the list of jurisdictions as to which the commis- 
sioners are ‘to make inquiry into the operation and 
effect of their present constitution,’ &c., &c, is now 
added the following:— 

“The Courts of the Counties Palatine of Lancaster and of 
Durham, the County Courts, the Courts of Quarter Sessions, 
and all other the Inferior and Local Courts, both Civil and 
Criminal, in England and Wales, and the Courts of Error 
and of Appeal from all the said several courts ;”” 
while Mr. Justice Willes, Mr. Charles Shapland Whit- 
more, Q.C., judge of the Southwark County Court, and 
Mr. George Moffatt, M.P., are added to the commission. 





IN A CAUSE SENT by Mr. Baron Pigott to the Lam- 
beth County Court the learned judge of that court on 
Thursday last pointed out what he said he had com- 
plained of more than once before—namely, the manner 
in which orders from the superior courts are drawn 
up. In the case before him he said the order did not 
disclose the Act of Parliament under which it was ob- 
tained. There being now several Acts authorizing 
causes to be sent from superior courts to county courts, 
and the proceedings under these several acts being some- 


what different, the particular Act ought to be specifies 
in the order. He had no desire to refer to the manner 
of doing business elsewhere; but he thought it ought ty 
come before him in such a shape as to enable him 
know what it was that he was called on to do without 
extraneous explanations. 

A preliminary application was then made by thy 
plaintiff’s attorney for an amendment of the ry 
cord by adding the names of certain  trusteg 
under a deed of assignment from the plaintiff ty 
them, it having been discovered that in all probabjj 
it would be ultimately found that the plaintiff had no 
personal right of action. The learned judge said the 
order before him precluded him from doing anything of 
the kind. He was simply ordered to “ try the issue” 
not to try the cause; he could only do as he was ordered, 
The omission of the names of the trustees might proye 
fatal to the plaintiff’s claim at some future stage of the 
proceedings, but that could not be provided against now, 
The cause then proceeded, and resulted substantially ip 
a verdict for the plaintiff—that is, on three out of the 
four counts.* 





BRIBERY. 

The Bridgwater and Norwich election petitions stil] 
drag on their disagreeable coils. Bridgwater stands 
patently self-convicted, and its disfranchisement is ag 
inevitable as deserved. At Norwich the Commissioners 
seem to have found more difficulty in getting at the 
truth ; it may be that the East Anglians are less gros. 
witted than their Somersetshire brethren, or possibly the 
Bridgwater Commissioners are smarter than the Norwich 
inguisitors. The characteristics of these constituencies 
seem to be, in Bridgwater the number of persons of all 
classes who took part in the work in one or the other 
dirty capacity, active or passive, while Norwich is re 
markable for the lowness of the prices which voters 
were willing to take when no one could be found to give 
more. 

Very probably Bridgwater is the most corrupt con- 
stituency that ever returned a member. Worse there 
certainly could not be ; but it is an unpleasant reflection 
that if the truth were told of a great many others they 
would be found, if not so bad as Bridgwater, yet decidedly 
bad enough for disfranchisement. The newspapers say 
that if Commissioners and disfranchisement were dealt 
out right and left, the bribery would be still as bad as 
ever. What is to be done ? 

Bribery at Parliamentary elections appears to have 
practically begun during the Stuart reigns; though a 
few earlier instances are on record, one of which, that of 
Westbury, is amusing, from the oddity of treating the 
matter simply as an illegal contract, the corporation 


their member had bribed them. At this time if 
seems to have been considered quite in usual course for 
offices and places to be bought and sold; Sir Simonds 
Dewes mentions, quite in a business like way, the price 
which his father paid for his place as one of the six 
clerks in chancery, and then, calculating the annual in- 
come of each year, computes that his father had made 
rather a bad investment. Pepys was probably far stricter 
than the average of his day when he only took money 
for preferring those who were fit for the preferment, and 
would not prefer another at all. With such prevailing 
notions about the execution of public trusts in general, 
it is not surprising that when votes came to possess & 
value, they also should be systematically bought and 
sold, 

In the older form of corruption public morality has 
undoubtedly improved ; place and offive are not now sold 
shamelessly as they used to be. But neither is electoral 
corruption so open as when Sudbury, then a borough, was 
advertised as for sale. The statutes passed during the 
last 140 years against corruption have done something, 








* Supra 955 





* Vide supra V6, 
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— 
imperfect a8 they are, and we believe not only that 
much remains to be done, but that it can be done. 

But how is it to be done? A contemporary has been 
found to sy that the spread of education will starve the 
evil out. That is absurd. Education does not seem to have 

revented Bridgewater solicitors from wallowing in the 
very filthiest: of it, taking every care that there should 
be a market, and negotiating the transaction of the busi- 
ness. It is said again, while there is so much political 
jobbery in high place, while titles, baronetcies, and offices 
are bestowed in return for a series of submissive votes in 
Parliament or a successful career of election “ wire- 
nlling,’ how can you wonder that poor men in a 
constituency should be willing to take money for 
their votes, should even stand out for money, when they 
see their betters doing the same, only on a higher 
gale? We believe that for the present purpose this 
elevated corruption is a good deal exaggerated. Dig- 
honest votes and other wickednesses in high places are 
occasionally rewarded, no doubt; let all governments 
look to it; but as a rule the press is on the look out for 
these things, and doings in high places cannot be hid, 
whereas electoral corruption is in no awe of the press. 
Doubtless if the atmosphere were purer up above, that 
fact would have a purifying tendency down below; but 
that is no excuse for the lower regions, or reason why 
we should not try to cleanse them. When jobbery in 
high places is mentioned in excuse for Bridgwater voters, 
solicitors, and candidates, the palliative is worth about 
asmuch as the paragraph in the Greengrocers’ Guardian, 
which attempts to enlist sympathy in behalf of a small 
coalman fined for an unjust weight by directing atten- 
tion to the frauds of bank directors. Let the press keep 
a strict watch on the high places, and let offences there 
be gibbeted as they deserve. In the meantime we have 
got a patent evil down below, and must crush it if pos- 
sible. 

It is said on one hand that if electors did not clamour 
for money gentlemen would not bribe, and on the other 
that if rich men who should know better did not tempt 
the poor men the latter would not be venal. In fact, 
the two classes act and re-act on each other. The largest 
share of blame falls to the gentlemen, who know better, 
but the worst of all are solicitors, who are not ashamed to 
act as middlemen and who take special pains to prevent 
a pure election in order that there may be a market. 

It seems that bribery is considered an offence only 
when found out, but still it is considered an offence then, 
And nothing renders a sin so unpopular as frequent de- 
tection. If corrupt constituencies were pretty sure to be 
shown up corruption would get to be unpopular. At 
present it is the converse principle which has bred so 
much of it. Bribery goes undetected and unpunished, 
and it is very hard to induce people to believe that what 
goes 80 can be really wrong. A commission can only 
issue after a judge’s report upon a petition. Petitions 
are private matters. Where the constituency is ex- 
tensively corrupt, it is not the interest of the parties who 
were outbidden in the market to run the risk of obtain - 
ing a disfranchisement ; and even if a petition should 
be presented it cau always be “squared.” We want to 
insure that there shall be an inquiry wherever there is 
anything to inquire into; and that can never be, as long 
a8 the initiation of election inquiries is left in private 
hands, There should be a jurisdiction empowered of 
itself to initiate an inquiry after any election; and it 
appears to us that the best plan would be, having such a 
jurisdiction, invariably to inquire, if only pro forma, It 
has been suggested that this might be intrusted to the 
revising barristers, but their metal, taking them as a 
class, would be scarcely heavy enough for a 

which would frequently demand great skill. 
If on this investigation it appeared probable that there 
Was @ Case against the constituency, an officer would, if 
no other petitioner came forward, be instructed to pre- 
pare and prosecute a regular inquiry. We have advocated 
this plan repeatedly, and are glad to observe some small 





signs indicating that it is at last receiving some public 
consideration. 

With regard to the ballot as a means of stopping 
bribery, we should feel anything but sanguine. The 
ballot would check intimidation (which does not prevail 
in boroughs to any extent worth regarding), but we fear 
it would not check bribery, while it would render its 
detection far more difficult and that of personation almost 
impossible. 

Before the Parliamentary Elections Act of last year 
was passed Parliament had never been in earnest about 
electoral corruption. We hope these are signs of some- 
thing different now, and shall look eagerly to see what 
steps are taken as to the self-convicted of its own 
members. 





JUDICIAL STATISTICS, 1868. 
Parr II. 
(Continued.) 


In the Court of Chancery the number of pleas, de- 
murrers, exceptions, motions for decree, causes, special 
cases, and further considerations at the beginning of the 
year ending the 31st October, 1868, including remanets 
from the previous year, was 2,509; at the beginning of 
the previous year the number was 2,541. The number 
of appeals and re-hearings, including remanets, was, in 
1868, 414, the number in 1867 having been 339; there 
were also 2 trials without a jury and 1 with a jury 
in 1868, while in 1867 there were-4 without and 2 with 
ajury. Comparing the two years, we have in 1867 a 
total of 2,886 causes, &c., set down in the cause books, 
and in 1868 a total of 2,926, being an increase of 40. In 
the year 1859 the total was 2,608. It appears, then, that 
in the amount of the business coming into the Court of 
Chancery there is but a moderate increase, and this fol- 
lowed a similar increase in the previous year. During the 
year 2,163 of these causes, &c., were heard, 210 were 
otherwise disposed of, and 553 remained for hearing at 
the end of the year; in 1867 2,099 were heard, 206 were 
otherwise disposed of, and 581 remained for hear- 
ing. In the number of petitions there is a de- 
crease of 341; those in 1868 having been 2,447, and 
in 1867 2,788. Nine years previously—namely, in 
1859, the total number of petitions was 2,558; these 
numbers do not include petitions of course. In the num- 
ber of summonses at chambers there is a slight increase; 
in 1868 these amounted in number to 26,974, and in 
1867 to 26,747; in 1859 only 17,031 summonses were 
issued. With regard to the orders made it would appear, 
as near as we can judge from the returns, that they num- 
bered in 1868 14,918, and in 1867 14,538, including 
those made at chambers of the class drawn up by the 
registrars, while it appears that the total number of 
orders drawn up by the registrars was, in 1868, 13,654, 
and in 1867 13,328, The number of orders made of 
the class drawn up in chambers was 9,998, but the 
return does not show how many of these were drawn up. 

A very small alteration or addition to the returns of 
the Court of Chancery might be made to show the 
differeuce between the number of orders pronounced 
and the number of orders drawn up, or, to speak more 
correctly, the proportion which is drawn up of the orders 
pronounced (because at the end of any year hundreds 
of orders might be awaiting drawing up), for in these 
days of reform when, as we believe, it has been pro- 
posed that the Court should draw up all orders, regardless 
of whether it is needful or not, to put them into formal 
shape there should be some means of ascertaining 
accurately the numbers of orders which are never drawn 
up at all, so that the reasons for this difference may be 
arrived at. 

The Lord Chancellor sat, during the year 1868, 95 
days, the Lord Chancellor and Lords Justices 2, the Lords 
Justices 146, the Master of the Rolls, 151, and the three 
Vice-Chancellors 502, making in all 896; in 1867 the 
total number of days the Courts sat was 904. 
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The amount of fees collected by stamps on the orders | 
drawn up by the registrars was, in 1868, £15,330 7s.; 
and in 1867 £15,048 14s. In chambers there were 93 
orders for winding up companies brought in, besides 
2,043 other orders ; in 1867 the numbers of these were 
110 and 2,130. The amount of the debts proved in 1868 
was £6,979,550, and in 1867, £12,490,346 ; in 1859 the 
amount of the debts proved was only £1,288,387. 
The amount of dividends ordered to be paid to creditors 
was £2,963,537, as against £7,310,359 in 1867. The 
end of the year 1868 left 438 winding-up orders pend- 
ing, while the number at the endof 1867 was 378. Of 
course many of these companies take several years to 
wind up, so that the number of winding-up orders in 
chambers accumulates continually. 

The returns made by the clerks of records and writs 
show that 2,500 bills or informations were filed during 
the year, 24 special cases, and 794 originating sum- 
monses, making in all 3,318, as against 3,650 in 1867. 
The fees collected by stamps by the clerks of records and 
writs amounted to £33,330, as against £33,544 in 1867. 

The examiners of the Court examined 534 witnesses 
and received £314 for fees, in 1867 the number was 431 
and the amount £270. 

In the office of the Secretary of the Rolls 4,033 peti- 
tions for orders of course were presented, and the same 
number of orders drawn up ; the number in 1867 was 
4,139 ; the total amount of fees collected in the office 
was £2,140, being £321 less than in 1867. 

In the Taxing Master’s Office there were 3,887 re- 
ferences for taxation carried in, 7,832 bills taxed, and 
3,356 certificates made. This is an increase over the 
year 1867 of 205 references, 545 bills taxed, and 194 
certificates. The fees of taxation amounted to 
£26,509 19s. 6d. in 1868, and to £24,841 19s. 6d. 
in 1867. The amount of tke costs taxed was 
£872,388 19s. 6d., being £56,938 14s, 2d. more than in 
1867. 

Petitions in lunacy presented in 1868 numbered 138, 
and 86 orders for inquiry were made. 

The Accountant-General of the Court of Chancery re- 
ceived during the year 1868 cash and securities amount- 
ing to £17,045,909 10s. 3d., and paid or transferred out 
of court during the same period £15,732,430 16s. all 
which was the property of the suitors. So much of the 
latter amount as was cash was paid out by 47,940 
cheques. In 1867 the amount paid in was £17,048,868 
16s. 5d.,and the amount paid out was £16,542,127 5s. 8d., 
and the number of cheques 47,345. The Funds of the 
Suitors stand to 28,399 accounts in the books cf the 
Accountant-General. 

From the statement of the Suitors’ Fund and Suitors’ 
Fee Fund made from the annual account presented to 
Parliament it appears that £222,608 stock, part of the 
surplus interest fund, was sold to raise £206,000 under 
ihe authority of the Courts of Justice Building Act, 1865. 

The amount of the stock and securities in court belong- 
ing to the suitors at the end of 1868 was £59,954,970 
13s. 3d., and the amount of cash on the various accounts 
was £3,387,980 16s. 8d., but the balance of cash actually 
existing in the bank was £623,236 14s. 10d., the re- 
mainder, namely, £2,764,744 1s. 10d. being invested and 
bearing interest, which forms the surplus interest fund, 
part of which, as already stated, has been applied towards 
the purposes of the Courts of Justice Building Act, 1865. 

In the Court of Chancery of the County Palatine of 
Lancaster 241 suits and matters were originated in 1868, 
Leing 14 more than in 1867. At the commencement of 
the year there were no remanets from the previous year; 
163 causes and matters were set down for hearing, and 
the same number were heard during the year. In 1867 
the circumstances were the same, the causes, &c., set 
down and heard having then been 168. Besides causes, 
&c., 52 were set down for further consideration, and the 
same number were heard or otherwise disposed of; 981 
cecrees and orders were drawn up, being 190 more than 
in 1867. 





In the High Court of Admiralty 200 causes were peng. 
ing at the commencement of the year 1868, and 49) 
causes were instituted during the year, making togethe 
691; in 1867 the number was 801. The number 
motions made in court and in chambers was 499, bg 
67 less than in 1867; and 153 final judgments and g. 
crees were pronounced, as against 186 in 1867. 

The number of petitions filed in the Court for Divorcg 
and Matrimonial Causes in the year 1868 was 326, bej 
5 more than in the previous year. Besides these peti. 
tions there were 10 applications for protection of pr. 
perty and 87 petitions for alimony; the numbers in 1867 
were 9 and 95. 205 causes were tried and 167 jndy. 
ments given; the former were 46 more than in 1867, 
and the latter 4 more; 185 decrees were pronounced, in. 
cluding those nisi and absolute, as against 130 in 1867, 
The total amount of fees received in the year 1368 was 
£2,691 13s., the amount in 1867 was £2,512 16s, 

In the Court of Probate 9,316 probates and 4,783 aj. 
ministrations were granted, and 489 causes were entered 
during the year. The ordinary business of this Court 
is not dependent upon litigation, but the amount of the 
contentious business is shown in the fact that probate 
and administrations were granted in 38 cases in the 
hearing of causes, in 245 cases on motion, and in 5 caseg 
on summons. In the District Registries of the Court of 
Probate 15,176 probates and 6,706 letters of adminis. 
tration were granted, besides 21 probates and adminis. 
trations granted under the direction of the judge, and 2 
on decrees of county courts. The amount under which 
probates and administrations were sworn was in the 
principal and district registries £94,040,261. 

The total number of suits in the Ecclesiastical Courts 
in 1868 was 21, as against 14 in the preceding year, and 
16 in 1866. Besides there were 169 suits for faculties, 
as against 176 in 1867. 

The number of appeals entered for hearing before the 
Judicial Committee of the Privy Council was 189, being 
88 more than in 1867; of these 86 were dismissed for 
non-prosecution and 36 were heard and determined. 
There remained for hearing 233 appeals. In the previous 
year 230 remained for hearing. In this court the busi- 
ness increases and the arrears increase also. 

In the House of Lords 72 appeals were entered, of 
which number 11 were withdrawn, and 13 dismissed for 
non-prosecution. In 1868 37 judgments were delivered, 
including causes heard in the previous session and stand- 
ing for judgment. The total number of causes heard in 
1868, wholly or in part, was 38, as against 40 in the 
previous year, and the number remaining for judgment 


‘at the end of the year was 38; in the previous year the 


number was 42. This tribunal is still twelve months 
in arrear with its business; a complaint which has now 
become chronic. 

There is not shown in these returns that continued 
increase in the business of all the courts which, up to 
last year, had gone on without intermission. Very much 
both of the common law and chancery business which 
would otherwise be added to that of their respective 
courts appears to have gone to the county courts, and 
this probably accounts in a great measure for the altered 
condition now shown. And this view is partly confirmed 
by the fact that the business of those courts which retain 
the same jurisdiction as heretofore is steadily increasing. 
Time alone can show whether the diminution now ex- 
hibited is permanent. 


LEGISLATION OF THE YEAR. 
Cap. LXIII.—An Act to amend the Metropolitan Poor 

act, 1867. 

The Metropolitan Poor Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vict. c. 6); 
was passed for the purpose of establishing dispensaries 
and asylums for “the sick, insane, and other classes of 
poor,’ and also of extending certain poor law charges 
over the whole metropolis. In order to carry out this 
object, the Act gives the Poor Law Board power to create 
districts and form asylums, dispensaries, &c.; and there 
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—— 
are various provisions for the management of such 
asylums and dispensaries, and generally for the giving 
of medical relief. The Act also creates a metropolitan 
common poor fund, out of which certain poor law 
are to be paid. These are the chief provisions of 
the Act. The object of the amending Act of last session, 
is to carry out more completely the plan for the manage- 
ment of these districts, asylums, and dispensaries. 

The Poor Law Board are empowered by sections 1 and 
4 to dissolve asylum and school districts and unions, 
and to adjust parts of divided parishes. Sections 2 and 
3 provide for the amalgamation of parts of a district 
into one union, and for the case of the letting or 
gelling of a workhouse or property belonging to the 

ish upon which union money has been expended. 
By section 5, the property vested in the board of 

rdians of a parish shall, on the dissolution of the 
poard, vest in the persons in whom the same was vested 
pefore the constitution of the board, and if there are no 
such persons, then in the overseers of the poor. The 
subsequent sections deal with the offices of managers of 
asylums, of registrars of births and deaths, and contain 
enactments regulating the management of asylums, 
dispensaries, and unions. The most important of these 
provisions seem to be those contained in section 17, 
which authorise the guardians of any union or parish to 
provide in their workhouses separate maintenance and 
treatment for particular classes or descriptions of poor 
persons, and to receive poor of the same class from other 
unions and parishes to be treated in the same way. 
Sections 18 and 21 enact that certain further expenses 
shall be charged upon the Metropolitan Common Poor 
Fund created by the Metropolitan Poor Act, 1867. 

The Act repeals section 32 of the Poor Law Amendment 
Act, 1884, in part; section 17 of the Poor Law Amendment 
Act, 1867; paragraph 2 of section 17 of the Metropolitan 
Poor Act, 1867, and section 29 of the same Act in part. 
Section 10 of the Metropolitan Poor Act, 1867, and section 
24 of the Poor Law Amendment Act, 1868, are explained. 
The Act generally applies only to the metropolis. 


CaP, LXVII—An Act to provide for uniformity in the 
assessment of rateable property in the metropolis. 


For some time past there has been a very prevalent 
opinion that it would be very desirable to correct the 
many anomalies and contradictions that exist in the 
levying of local taxation. Not only does this taxation 
vary very much in amount in different unions and 
parishes, but the principle upon which it is assessed 
varies almost as much as the amounts levied. This evil 
shows itself with peculiar clearness in London, where 
the sums raised by the different rates are so large and 
the districts in which they are raised vary so much in 
wealth, 

Several statutes have lately been passed in order to 
obviate some of these evils. The Union Assessment 
Committee Acts of 1862 and 1864 respectively (25 & 26 
Vict. c. 103, and 27 & 28 Vict.c. 39) had for their ob- 
ject the securing of uniform and correct valuations of 
parishes in the unions of England. The Metropolitan 
Poor Act, 1867 (30 Vict. c. 6) and the amending Act of 
last session (31 & 32 Vict. c. 63) provided, amongst 
other things, for the distribution in certain cases of por- 
tions of the poor law expenses over the whole area of 
London, 

The Act we are now commenting on, which is to 
be cited as “The Valuation of Property (Metropolis) 
Act,” is another step towards the equalization of local 
taxation throughout the metropolis. The scheme 
of this Act is to establish the same principle or 
basis of assessment for all the unions and parishes of the 
metropolis, It doesnotin any way equalize the rates in the 
different parishes or unions, but it provides in the words 
of the preamble “ for a common basis of value for the 
purposes of local”? (and in some cases of government) 
“taxation” within the jurisdiction of the Metropolitan 
Board of Works. 





The chief features of the Act are a uniform priaciple 
of assessment over the whole of London, the creation of 
a new court of appeal for questions arising on assess- 
ments, and the adoption of the valuation lists as the 
basis for the levying of some items of government taxa- 
tion. The machinery for carrying out these objects is as 
far as possible in accordance with that of the Union 
Assessment Committee Acts of 1862 and 1864, which are 
both incorporated with this Act. 

Section 5 provides in effect that all the unions and 
parishes within the prescribed limits of the Act shall have 
assessment committees. Sections 6—17 relate to the 
making of valuation lists , which, subject to this Act, are 
to be dealt with as required by sections 17—21 of the 
Act of 1862. Asthe assessment is to regulate Govern- 
ment taxation as well as rating, a duplicate of each 
valuation list is to be sent to the surveyor of taxes. By 
section 11 persons aggrieved (including the surveyor of 
taxes, section 12) by the lists may object before the as- 
sessment committee, on the grounds therein mentioned. 

The assessment committee (section 14), within a fixed 
time (section 42), are to revise and approve the lists, and 
to cause the totals of the gross and rateable value to be 
inserted therein, and then to certify the lists, one dupli- 
cate of which is to be sent to the managers of the me- 
tropolitan asylum district (who by section 17 are to 
print and distribute the totals of the gross and rateable 
value of all the lists) and another duplicate to the over- 
seers of the parish to which the list relates. 

Sections 18—22 provide for appeals to special sessions 
(to be held every year, sections 18, 42) against the valua- 
tion lists of the parishes within the division for which 
the justices act. The persons entitled to appeal are 
“any ratepayer and any overseers of a:parish, so far as 
respects the valuation list of such parish, and any sur- 
veyor of taxes so far as respects the valuation list of any 
parish in the petty sessional division,” if they are ag- 
grieved “by any decision of the assessment committee 
on an objection made with respect to the unfairness or 
incorrectness of the valuation of any hereditament ” in- 
cluded in the list.” This is the only right of appeal to 
the special sessions. 

Sections 23—32 create and regulate a new court, to 
be called Assessment Sessions, also for the purpose of 
hearing appeals against valuation lists. The Court is to 
consist (section 24) of three justices of the county of 
Middlesex (of whom the Assistant-Judge of the Middle- 
sex Sessions shall be one) and two justices for Surrey, 
Kent, and the City of London respectively. By section 
32, “ any ratepayer and any surveyor of taxes, and any 
overseers with the consent of the vestry of his parish, who 
may feel aggrieved by any decision of the Assessment 
Committee on an objection made before them to which 
he was a party, or by any decision of special sessions 
whether he was a party or not, may appeal against such 
decision to the Assessment Sessions.” 

There will be, therefore, in some cases a choice of ap- 
peal from the Assessment Committee to the Special or 
to the Assessment Sessions at the option of the appel- 
lant. 

Section 32 also gives a right of appeal to assessment 
commitees, overseers, and ratepayers, in the metropolis, 
or in the county in which the parish to which the ap- 
peal relates is situated, if aggrieved by reason (1) of the 
total of the gross value of any parish being too high or 
too low; (2) of the total of the rateable value of any 
parish being too high or too low; (3) of there being no 
approved valuation list for some parish. 

Sections 33—41 regulate proceedings and costs on 
appeals. Section 42 provides for the times within which 
the various proceedings mentioned in the Act must be 
taken. 

The valuation lists, by sections 483—45, are to last for 
five years, and are to be conclusive evidence of the value 
of the hereditaments therein inserted, and of the fact 
that all hereditaments required to be inserted therein 
have been so inserted for the purpose of all rates, and 
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also for the purpose of the house tax, taxes assessed in 
pursuance of the Income Tax Act, and as regards the 
licences for the sale of excisable liquors, and the quali- 
fications of jurors, vestrymen, and some other officers. 
Sections 46 and 47 provide for the revision of the 
lists every five years, and for the making of supplemental 
lists when necessary every year. The percentage or rate 
of deductions to be made from the gross value in calcu- 
lating the rateable value, is not to exceed certain fixed 
proportions stated in schedule 3. 

These are the chief provisions of this statute, and 
show its general outline and scope. There are many 
other clauses relating to the detailed working of the 
Act to which we have not now space to refer. 

There are five schedules, the last of which contains a 
list of the Acts repealed by this statute. The form given 
in schedule 4 to be adopted as the form of a rate is much 
fuller than that hitherto used. The first valuation lists 
are to be made before the Ist of June, 1870 (section 42), 
and will come into force (section 43) on the 6th of April, 
1871. 


Cap. LXXI.—An Act to consolidate and amend the law 
relating to bankruptcy. 


Any attempt at a complete commentary upon the 


Bankruptcy Act would be out of place in these pages; | 


and indeed the time for such a commentary, whether 
here or elsewhere, hasnot come. The Act has in fact to 
a very large extent rather sketched the outlines of a 


bankruptcy system, leaving the details (and in such | 


things details are everything) to be filled in by the gene- 
ral orders and forms which are still to be issued. Till 
these are published no one can tell, for any practical pur- 
pose, what the bankruptcy laws of the future are to be. 
How much depends on the orders and forms our readers 
will easily realise from a single example. 
was in the first instance framed it made the bankruptcy 


and the title of the trustee relate back to the date of the | 


act of bankruptcy on which the adjudication purported 
to be founded. But as the Act now stands the bank- 
ruptey is to relate back to “the time of the act of bank- 
ruptey being completed on which the order is made, &c., 
or of the bankrupt is proved to have committed more acts 
of bankruptcy than one,” to“ the time of the first of the 


acts of bankruptcy that may be proved to have been com- | 


mitted by the bankrupt within twelve months next preced- 
ing the order of adjudication; but the bankruptcy shall 
not relate to any prior act of bankruptcy, unless it be that 
at the time of committing such prior act the bankrupt was 
indebted to some creditor or creditors in a sum or sums 
sufficient to support a petition in bankruptcy, and unless 
such debt or debts are still remaining due at the time of 
the adjudication.” And it must be remembered that fifty 
debts of £1 each would be enough to support a petition. 
Nothing is said as to when, how, or before whom the 
prior act of bankruptcy, and the existence of the requisite 
debte at its date are to be proved, or how the fact of 
such proof is to be placed on record. All this is left to 
be done by order, It is greatly to be hoped that the 
orders will require this proof to be made at the date 
of the hearing of the petition, and the fact of such proof 
having been made to be stated, and the date of the com- 
mencement of the bankruptcy to be ascertained on the 
face of the adjudication iteelf. Upon the adoption of 
this, or some equally-definite rule, depends, we think, 
the satisfactory working of the law. But however 
this may be dealt with, it is plain that in this instance 
it would be idle to comment upon the Act as it now 
stands, Nor is this by any means an isolated example. 
All that we can do as things are at present is to call 
attention to a few points of a practical character in con- 
nection with the new law. 

It is tolerably clear, in the first place, that the framers 
of the Act intend petitions in bankruptcy and the pro- 
ceedings upon petitions to be very different things for the 
future from what they have hitherto been. The petition 
is to allege the act or acts of bankruptcy on which the 


As the Act | 


—<—<—<— 
petitioner relies (section 6); its statements are not 
to be verified by affidavit (section 80), but also at the hey. 
ing the petitioning creditor's debt, the trading (if nog, 
sary) and the act or acts of bankruptcy are to be prove 
(section 8), And, moreover, as we have pointed out, ifth, 
act is to work well at all, any prior act of bankry 
relied on, and the existence at its date of as 
debt or debts to support the petition, which must be stjj 
in existence, will have to be inquired into. These jp, 
quiries must involve complicated and difficult questions 
both of law and fact. Yet upon their decision will gd, 
pend the all-important question of the time from whic, 
the trustee’s title is todate. The hearing of the patitign 
will therefore be a very serious matter. And it seems t 


us well worthy of consideration whether all petitions ought 
not for the future to be heard and all adjudication 
made by the judge himself, either in open court, or, pe. 
But this again will have to be d 


haps, in chambers. 
cided by order. 

Very similar questions to those just indicated ariy 
with respect to debtors’ summonses. One of the acts of 
bankruptcy enumerated in section 6 is nonpayment of 4 
debt of £50 for seven days in the case of a trader, o 
three weeks in the case of a non-trader, after service of 
| @ debtors’ summons. The summons is to be grantal 
(apparently ex parte, and without notice to the debtor) 
| on proof of the debt and that payment cannot be ob 
| tained. The debtor may then apply in the manner and 
within the time to be prescribed by order to set the summons 
aside, and thereupon the facts in dispute must be tried, 
and ultimately the summons confirmed or dismissed, 
For all these proceedings apparently the utmost time 
that can be allowed is seven days for a trader and three 
| weeks for a non-trader. Those who have to frame the 
| orders will find it a very hard task to make these clauses 
work at all. They are as they stand, in our judgment, 
| one of the great blunders of the Act. 

While speaking of blunders we may as well point out 
at once a monstrous and, we fear, quite irremediable 
one, in section 15, Among the kinds of property which 
; are to be divided among the creditors of a bankruptare 
“all goods and chattels being, at the commencement of the 
bankruptcy, in the order and disposition of the bankrupt, 
being a trader, &c.” Now the commencement of the 
bankruptcy is defined by section 11; and it is,as we have 
already shown, not adjudication, not the presentation of 
the petition, but the act of bankruptcy on which the 
adjudication is founded, or any earlier act of bankruptey 
within twelve months of adjudication. The result of 
| the two sections is that those goods and those goods 
| only belonging to other people than the bankrupt will 
pass by the bankruptcy which happened to be in the 
order and disposition of the bankrupt at a given moment, 
which must always be before, and may be nearly a yeat 
before, his adjudication as a bankrupt. There is noal- 
ternative but either to let this ludicrous rule have force, 
or else, in construing section 15, deliberately to ignore 
a formal definition given exactly four sections earlier; 
and an exactly similar difficulty from the use of the 
same term—“commencement of the bankruptcy”— 
arises upon section 34 with respect to a landlord's right 
to distrain. 

In section 49 a very important provision occurs, to the 
effect that an order of discharge in bankruptcy shall not 
release the bankrupt from any debt fraudulently incurred, 
or of which forbearance has been fraudulently obtained. 
A similar provision in the case of composition arrange- 
ments is made by section 15 of the Debtors Act. It is 
curious that these provisions should have been made by 
two different Acts, 

Section 54 gives rise to several questions of some 
difficulty. That section deals with the status of an un- 
discharged bankrupt, and the rights of oreditors against 
his property. For three years after the close of a bank- 
ruptey no debt provable under the bankruptcy can be 
enforced. But after the three years, if the debtor has 
not then entitled himself to his discharge, any balance 
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unpaid is to be deemed a “ judgment debt,” and, “ subject 
tothe rights of any persons who have become creditors 
since the close of the bankruptcy,” may be enforced against 
the property of the debtor with leave of the Court. From 
what date is the balance to be a judgment debt, from the 
gocrual of the debt, or the date of adjudication, or of 
proof, or of the close of the bankruptcy, or the end of 
the three years? And again, what is the meaning of 
& subject to the rights” of subsequent creditors? This, we 
suppose, will be decided by order. 

In the few remarks which we have made on the Act 
we have confined ourselves entirely to the class of ques- 
tions which primarily concern the lawyer, and have 
avoided all those which concern the mere management 
of property. But after all, the two most important sec- 
tions in the Act from every point of view are sections 
67 and 78. 

«67, The chief judge in bankruptcy and every judge of a 
local court of bankruptcy may, subject and in accordance 
with the rules of court for the time being in force, delegate 
to the registrar or to any other officer of his court such of 
the powers vested in him by this Act as it may be expedient 
for the judge to delegate to him.” 

“78, The Lord Chancellor, with the advice of the 
Chief Judge in Bankruptcy, may from time to time make, 
and may from time to time revoke and alter, general rules, in 
this Act described as rules of court, for the effectual execu- 
tion of this Act, and of the objects thereof, and the regulation 
of the practice and procedure of bankruptcy petitions and 
the proceedings thereon. 

“Any general rules made as aforesaid may prescribe regu- 
lations as to the service of bankruptcy petitions, including 
ope for substituted service ; as to the valuing of any 

ebts provable in bankruptcy ; as to the valuation of secu- 
tities held by creditors; as to the giving or withholding 
interest or discount on or in respect of debts or dividends 

as to the funds out of which costs are to be paid, the order 
of payment, and the amount and taxation thereof ; and as to 
any other matter or thing, whether similar or not to those 
above enumerated, in respect to which it may be expedient 
tomake rules for carrying into effect the objects of this Act ; 
and any rules so made shall be deemed to be within the 
powers conferred by this Act, and shall be of the same force 
as if they were enacted in the body of this Act.” 


The effect of these sections is pretty nearly this; that, 
subject to a few general rules, the Lord Chancellor may 
make whatever bankrupt laws he pleases, and direct them 
to be administered by any body, from Mr. Commissioner 
Bacon to the bailiff of a county court. This is an un- 
usual mode of legislation, but it was probably the best 
under the circumstances; and the result might have 
been even better had the principle been more completely 
carried out, 





RECENT DECISIONS. 


EQUITY. 
NovaTIon OF DEBTS, 
Re Smith, Knight, & Co., Gibson’s claim, L.J., 
17 W. R. 833. 

A personal contract, such as a debt, is not assignable 
at law, but the same result is attained by the creditor’s 
Telease of the old debtor, and substitution of a new 
one. A novation, according to the civil law, ocours 
where any new contract is made with intent to dissolve 
an old contract. The old contract is thus extinguished; 
and it is the extinguishment of the old debt which 
gives effect to the transaction, and gives the oreditor the 
same right to sue upon the new debt as he would possess 
if the old debt had been actually assigned to him. 
Unless there be a release express or implied of the old 
debt, in other words, if the old debt is not wiped out 
and the now substituted for it, there is only a nudum 
Pactum, and no action can be maintained by the creditor 
Who claims in respect of the substituted debt (Thomas 
¥. Shillibeor (1 M. & W. 124). 

About the principle there can be no doubt ; the quea- 





tion in every case will be one of fact whether, if the new 
debtor or the new creditor, as the case may be, has not 
been expressly substituted, whether it can be inferred 
that he has been substituted from the attendant circum- 
stances of the case. In the case before us the firm of 
Smith, Knight, & Co. owed money to Mr. Gibson ; and 
the business of the firm being transferred to the limited 
company, the debt continuing due, the question arose 
whether the company were substituted as debtors in the 
room of the firm. In a case of change of partnership 
with the knowledge of the creditor his assent will readily 
be inferred, even from slight circumstances, and the 
consequent extinguishment of the old debt and substi- 
tution of the new. 

If the creditor knows of the change of partnership, 
and continues his dealings with the new firm on the 
same footing, receives his interest from the new firm, 
&c., the presumption will arise in an ordinary case that 
the old firm has been released and the new firm substi- 
tuted. It would have been so in the present case but 
for an express disclaimer by Mr. Gibson of any knowledge 
of the company in the transaction, which rendered it im- 
possible for the Lords Justices to hold that he had adopted 
the company as his debtors. The mere payment of interest 
in the face of that disclaimer amounted to no more than 
evidence that the company were the agents of the firm 
for payment of such interest. 

The nature of the evidence usually required to show 
that the substitution has taken place may be gathered 
from Rolfe v. Flower (14 W.R.377,L.R. 1 P. C. 27), where 
a creditor, being aware of the total change in the con- 
stitution of the firm, which originally were his debtors, 
continued for three years to deal with them under cir- 
cumstances which the Court held sufficient to impute to 
him knowledge of the change during that period, and 
acceptance of the new firm in place of the old. On the 
other hand, in Re Commercial Bank Corporatwn of India 
and the Hast (16 W. R. 958), the corporation had 
succeeded to the business of a bank who were under 
liability to Captain Jones; that gentleman did no more 
than take payment of his interest from the corporation, 
who paid him in a slightly modified form of receipt it is 
true, and it was held by the Lords Justices that this did 
not amount to a discharge of the bank as his debtors and 
acceptance of the corporation. 


PROTECTION TO PARTS OF A COMBINATION. 
Parker v. Stevens, V.C.J., 17 W. R. 846. 

The Vice-Chancellor’s impeachment of not the decision, 
but the marginal note, in Lister v. Leather (8 El. & BL 
1004) will be read with interest. We do not think that 
case is usually viewed as an authority for more than that, 
as Lord Campbell said (p. 1023), valid patent for an entire 
combination fora process gives protection to each part 
thereof that is new and material for that process, with- 
out any express claim of particular parts, and notwith- 
standing that parts of the combination are old. If 
every part be old, and the combination be new, the com- 
bination may be the subject of the patent ; but a valid 
patent for a combination does not give protection to any 
part of it that is not new as well as material to the pro- 
cess, and therefore in itself patentable. 





COMMON LAW. 
INSPECTION OF DOCUMENTS—PRIVILEGE. 
Woelley v. North London Railway Company, C.P., 
17 W. R. 797. 

14 & 15 Vict. c. 99,8. 6 gives power to a judge at 
chambers to allow either party to an action to “ inspect 
all documente in the oustody or under the control” of 
the other party relating to such action. 

The documents of which inspection may be obtained 
under this section must relate to the action, and they 
must also either directly or indireotly support the case 
on which the applicant relies. He is not entitled to in- 
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spection merely for the purpose of ascertaining what is 
likely to be the case on the other side. The right of in- 
spection is also limited to cases where discovery might 
have been obtained by proceeding in a court of equity in 
aid of the action of law. 

In any case, therefore, in which documents would 
have been privileged from inspection in equity before 
14 & 15 Vict. c, 99, they are still privileged from inspec- 
tion under the Act. What documents are so privileged 
is often an important question and there have been a 
good many decisions on the subject since the passing of 
14 & 15 Vict. c. 99. 

These questions have most frequently arisen in actions 
against corporations, as communications to corporations 
by their agents and servants are generally in writing, 
and it is often very important in an action by or against 
a corporation for the other side to know what were the 
terms of such communications. It is, of course, difficult 
to lay down general rules as to the right of inspection in 
cases such as these, and most of the decisions have been 
arrived at on the special circumstances of each case 
rather than on any clear principle. 

In Woolley v. North London Railway Company an 
attempt has been made, in the words of Bovill, C.J., “ to 
insure that our decision may be some guide in like cases 
for the future.’ The Court decided that “ reports made 
in the ordinary course of business or in the usual dis- 
charge of duty by one officer of a company to another 
or to the board of directors is not privileged, whether 
made before or after litigation, and whether it contains 
matters of fact or of opinion.” If, however, reports are 
obtained confidentially from the officers of a company 
or from other persons concerning evidence or opinions, 
“with a view to litigation, they would be privileged on 
the principle laid down in the Chartered Bank of India 
v. Rich” (11 W. RB. 830). 

In accordance with this rule the plaintiff in Woolley 
v. North London Railway Company, which was an action 
against the defendants for an injury sust&ined by the 
plaintiff whilst a passenger on their line, was 
allowed to inspect reports made to the defendants’ 
general manager by the guard of the train on which the 
accident occurred, by one of the inspectors, and by the 
locomotive superintendent respectively concerning the 
accident, these reports having been made in the ordi- 
nary course of business, and not with a view to litiga- 
tion. Inspection was also allowed of the company’s 
minute-books, except such entries as related to com- 
munications between the defendants and their profes- 
sional advisers and the results of such communications. 
Inspection was refused of reports made to the defendants’ 
superintendent and to the defendants’ attorneys respec- 
tively of reports from scientific men made with reference 
to the cause of the accident and with a view to litiga- 
tion. 

Of course no rule can be laid down which will embrace 
all future cases that may arise—no matter how clear 
the rule, a giver. state of facts may always render the 
application of the rale doubtful The principle, however, 
which was laid down and acted upon in Woolley v. North 
London Railway Company is at least clear and intelli- 
gible, and will generally be easily applicable in all ordi- 
nary cases, 

DEFAMATION—REQUEST TO PUBLISH A LIBEL. 
Parkes v. Prescott and Another, Ex.Ch., 17 W.R. 773. 

In an action for defamation, whether by libel or 
slander, it is necessary to state in the declaration the 
very words complained of. It is not enough to state 
their effect. This was finally decided by Lord Mans- 
field (See Rez v. Berry, 4 T. RB. 217), and this decision 
has since been always followed ( Gutsole v. Mathers, 1 M. 
& W.495). Even where the alleged defamation is pub- 
lished in a foreign language the words complained of 
must be set ont, and a translation of their meaning 
added (Jenkins v. Phillips, 9 C. & P. 766). 

This is not a mere arbitrary rule of procedure adopted 





only for the convenience of practice; it is a n 
provision, without which the most vague and yy, 
foundedaccusations of defamation might be successfully 
sustained. Formerly this rule often caused a failure of 
justice in consequence of the frequency of 
variances between the words alleged and those p 
This objection to the rule now no longer exists, since the 
recent powers of amendment have been given to the 
judges at nisi prius. 

In Parkes v. Prescott and Ellis a curious question 
arose which involved a consideration of this rule, The 
action was for a libel published by the defendants in , 
newspaper. The declaration set out the libel in the 
usual way. The evidence of the publication of the lib, 
by the defendants was, they were present at a meeti 
where a defamatory statement was made concerning the 
plaintiff. The defendants expressed a hope that the re 
porters who were present would give publicity to the 
statement, and an outline of the statement was pub. 
lished in a newspaper. The account in the newspaper 
was not a verbatim report of what either of the defen. 
dants or any other person had said. It was an outline 
containing the substance of the charge against the 
plaintiff in the words of the reporter, and this was the 
alleged libel. 

Two questions arose—first, whether in any case the de. 
fendants could be found guilty of a libel, the words of 
which were not theirs; secondly, if they could be liable 
was there any evidence of an authority to the reporter 
to publish the libel. TheCourt wasdivided upon these ques- 
tions. Montague Smith, Keating, and Hannen, JJ., held 
that a person might be liable to an action for libel, al. 
though he had not authorised the publication of any par. 
ticular words, and that there was sufficient evidence of 
an authority by the defendants to the reporters to pub- 
lish the libel. Mellor, J., held that there was no evidence 
of an authority to publish the libel, because “ it would be 
most pregnant with mischief if any speaker at a meet- 
ing at which reporters may be present could be made re 
sponsible by indictment or action for what the reporters 
chose to report in a summary of the proceedings because 
he happened to say that he hoped that the press would 
take notice of the case, or would give publicity to the 
matter, or any similar expression;” and he also held that 
in order to render a defendant liable in an action of libel, 
“it ought to be shown that he had heard or seen or dic- 
tated the report itself, or approved of the libellous state- 
ment therein.” 

Byles, J., intimated that he thought that there was no 
sufficient authority given in this case, but that it was 
unnecessary to decide this, as he held that the defendants 
could not be liable in this action, as the libel alleged in 
the declaration was not in their words, and, therefore, 
was not their libel. Byles, J., suggested also that if A, 
desires B. to defame C., and B. does so in his own words, 
even if A. is not liable directly for the libel or slander, 
yet he may be liable in an action on the case at the suit 
of C. for inciting B. to defame CO. 

Only two authorities were cited in the argument— 
viz., Adams v. Kelly (Ry. & M. 157) and Reg. v. Cooper 
(8 Q. B. 583). The former case was an action for libel 
under circumstances somewhat like those of Parkes v. 
Prescott, but the case was not decided on this particular 
point, which, indeed, does not appear to have been ar- 

Reg. v. Cooper was an indictment for libel, and, 
therefore, differs from Parkes v. Prescott, and, moreover, 
the learned judges who decided the case, although agree- 
ing in the result, do not agree in their reasons, 

In Parkes v. Prescott there was only one substantial 
point of difference between the members of the Court, 
because on the question of authority they all 
on the principle that “mere loose expressions of a wish 
or hope that proceedings should be published would not 
be sufficient to fix liability on the defendants in cases 
like the present.” They only differed as to the appli- 
cation of this principle on the particular oases ; thus 
differing on a question of fact not of law. 
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On the more important point—viz., whether a defen- 
dant can be liable in an action of libel when he has not 
suthorised the use of the terms used, there is a clear 
difference of opinion. 

Byles, J., seemed to think that although there was no 
jiability in an action for the libel there might be a 
criminal liability. And he points out the reason why 
civil and criminal proceedings should not be subject to 
the same rules. No such distinction is adverted to in the 
other judgments. 

The result of the case is, in accordance with the 
opinion of the majority of the learned judges, that defen- 
dants may be liable in an action of libel, although they 
did not authorise or approve of the particular libel stated 
in the section. This point, however, cannot yet be con- 
sidered as satisfactorily settled, as the difference of opi- 
nion between the learned judges necessarily deprives the 
ease of much of the weight it would otherwise have had 
asa judgment of the Court of Exchequer Chamber. 








COURTS. 


COURT OF CHANCERY. 
Vicr-CHANCELLOR JAMES. 

Friday, October 15th.—Re European Assurance Society. 

The arguments in this matter, adjourned from Wednes- 
day, were resumed gpg A 

Glasse, Q.C. (F. C. J. Millar with him), for the compaay, 
as respondents to the two petitions presented by Mr. Craw- 
ford and Mr. Co for a winding-up order. He contended 
that it had not been shown either that the company was 
“unable to pay its debts,” or that it was ‘‘ just and equit- 
able” to wind it up, and in support of his argument cited 
Re Agricultural Catt’e Assurance Company, Spackman's case, 
1McN. & G. 107; Re National Live Stock Insurance Com- 
pany, 26 Beav. 153; Re Anglo-Greek Steam Navigation 
Company, 14 W. R. 624, L. R. 2 Eq. 1; Re Suburban Hotel 
Company, 15 W. R. 1096, L. R. 2 Ch. App. 737. 

Fry, Q.C. (£. J. Bevir with him), appeared for 469 share- 
holders, holding 149,875 shares, and 5,402 policyholders to 
the amount of £456,930, and strongly opposed the petitions. 

Locock Webb and G. E. Cotterell having also addressed 
the Court in opposition to the petition, 

Dickinson, Q.C., replied upon the whole case. 

James, V.C., in delivering judgment, said the interval of 
aday had enabled him to apply his mind to the case, and 
the same reasons which induced him to hear the petitions 
as speedily as possible—namely, the enormous interest 
involved—led him not to defer the delivery of his 
judgment. Two petitions were presented to wind 
up the company upon two unds—first, that it was 
“unable to pay its debts”; and secondly (and this was the 
main reliance), that it was ‘‘just and equitable” for the 
Court to make the order to wind it up. It had not been 
proved to him either that the company was unable to 
pay its debts or that it was just and equitable 
that the jurisdiction of the Court should be exer- 
cised. In his view of the law upon the subject 
it would be just and equitable to wind up a company like 
the European Assurance Society, if it were satisfactorily 
made out—not in any technical sense, but commercially— 
that it was insolvent, that its assets were such as to make 
it reasonably certain that it could not meet its lia- 
bilities. But it was not alleged that all claims 
Were not punctually met. The Court had nothing 
to do with the question of future liabilities, or the 
probability or improbability of any business which the 
Society might carry on hereafter being profitable or unpro- 
fitable. ‘That was a matter for those who might choose to 
be the customers of the society, or for the shareholders how 
far they would deal with such customers. It had been 
Pressed very much upon him that he was not to re- 
an uncalled capital. But it seemed to him that 

was the first asset to be looked to, and the notion that 
uncalled capital could not be regarded explained, as he 
conceived, a great deal of the evidence which had been 
given by the actuaries, who seemed to have treated the 
Society as a mutual insurance society. Had it been 
8, it was probable that it would have been necossary to 
have something like a million of money at 4 per cent. in 





order to be in a safe position. Such, however, was not the 
case, and the evidence was very far short of that which it 
was incumbent upon the petitioners to produce in order to 
convince the Court that the circumstances of the com- 
pany were such as to make it “just and equitable” 
for the Court to interfere. He thought the sum of 
£261,000, which appeared in the balance-sheet of Decem - 
ber, 1868, as an asset, being sums paid for the acqui- 
sition of the businesses of other insurance offices, ought 
not so to have appeared. But taking all the facts and cir- 
cumstances into account, and remembering it was stated 
that the expenditure of £70,000 would be greatly reduced 
in future, he was of opinion that the petitioners had failed 
to prove that which it was requisite for them to do-— 
namely, that the company was in a state of insolvency ; and 
that being so, he should dismiss both petitions with costs. 
There was considerable applause in court at the conclu- 
sion of his Honour’s judgment, which was instantly sup- 


pressed. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. James Moncnrterr, late LordAdvoeate of Scotland, was 
sworn in at Balmoral Castle, on 8th October, a member of 
her Majesty’s Privy Council, on receiving the appointment 
of Lord Justice Clerk, in the room of the late Right Hon. 
George Patton. 

Mr. Anprew Rutuerrvrp Crark, an advocate of the 
Scotch bar, has been appointed Solicitor-General for Scot- 
land, in the room of Mr. G. Young, who has received the 
appointment of Lord Advocate. Mr. Clark is a nephew of 
thelate Andrew Rutherfurd, who filled the office of Lord Advo- 
cate from 1839 to 1841, and also from 1846 till 1851. He 
was educated at the University of Edinburgh, and became 
a member of the Scottish Faculty of Advocates in 1849. 
For many years he has been Sheriff and Commissary of the 
county of Berwick. 


The How. Jounx Lucie Sirs, Attorney-General of 
British Guiana, has been appointed Chief Justice of the 
island of Jamaica, in succession to Sir Bryan Edwards, 
who retires. Mr. Smith was called to the bar at the 
Middle Temple in November, 1847, and was Solicitor-Gene- 
ral of British Guiana from 1852 till 1855. In the latter 
year he was appointed Attorney-General ; and acted as 
Chief Justice of the colony for a short time in 1863, on the 
death of Sir William Arrindill, and again in 1868, in the 
interval between the removal of Chief Justice Beaumont and 
the arrival of his successor, Sir William Snagg. The salary 
attached to the Chief Justiceship of Jamaica, to which Mr. 
Smith has now been appointed, is £1,800 per annum. 


Mr. Jutian Pavncsrore, Attorney-General of Hong 
Kong, has been appointed to act as Chief Justice of that 
colony during the absence of Chief Justice Smale, who has 
arrived in England on leave. Mr. Pauncefote was called to 
the .bar at the Inner Temple in May, 1852, and for some 
time practised on the Oxford Circuit. In 1855 he was ap- 
pointed private secretary to the Right Hon. Sir William 
Molesworth, who was Secretary of State for the Colonies for 
a few months in that year. He afterwards practised for 
several years at the Hong Kong bar, and in May, 1865, 
became acting a of that colony. In July, 
1866, he was confirmed in this appointment, on the promo- 
tion of Attorney-General Smale to be Chief Justice. 


Mr. Epwarp Hurcutnson Potiarp, of the Hong Kong 
bar, has been appointed to act as Attorney-General of that 
colony, while Attorney-General Pauncefote officiates as 
Chief Justice. 


Mr. Morpaunt Pemperton has been appointed one of 
her Majesty's Counsel for the island of Nevis, in the West 
Indies. 

Mr. Rosert Exustr (Mulli Ellett, & Co., solicitors, 
Cirencester,) has been appointed a Commissioner for taking 
acknowledgments of d by married women in and for 
the counties of Gloucester and Wilts. 

Mr, Epwarp Baomxary, of 43, Bedford-row, has been ap- 

inted a Perpetual Commissioner for taking the acknow- 
| armament of deeds to be executed by married woman in 
and for the county of Middlesex, and aleo in and for the 
city and liberties of Westminster, and the city of London. 


Mr, Sypnray Surrx Barx1, Chief Justice of the 
Court of the Cape of Good Hope, has been created a Kni 
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by letters patent under the Great Seal. Sir Sydney Bell 
was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in May, 1839, and 
practised for some time as an equity draughtsman and con- 
veyancer. In June, 1851, he was appointed a Puisne Judge 
at the Cape, and attained the position of Senior Puisne Judge 
in May, 1858. He was appointed Chief Justice in 1868, in 
succession to the late Sir William Hodges. 

Mr. Davip Satomons, M.P. for Greenwich, has been 
created a baronet of the United Kingdom. Sir David 
was the son of the late Levi Salomons, Esq., a Jewish mer- 
chant of London, and his mother was the member of a Ley- 
den family. He was born in 1797; after a successful com- 
mercial career he was called to the bar at the Middle Temple 
in May, 1849. He waselected an aldermanof Aldgate Wardin 
1835, of Portsoken Ward in 1844, and of Cordwainers Ward 
in 1847. His first election as alderman was set aside in con- 
sequence of his refusal to qualify “on the true faith of a 
Christian,” a declaration then required from all municipal 
officers ; and to enable him to omit that declaration, and 
serve as sheriff, the “‘ Sheriffs’ Declaration Act” was passed 
in the year 1835, and Mr. Salomons was the first sheriff and 
justice of the peace of the Hebrew persuasion admitted to 
those offices in England. He afterwards served as High- 
Sheriff of Kent, in the year 1839—40, and filled the office 
of Lord Mayor of London in 1855-6. He was first re- 
turned to Parliament, as member for Greenwich, in June, 
1851, after three unsuccessful attempts in different boroughs 
from 1837 till that date. On his election, which occurred 
before Jews were allowed to sit in Parliament, he appeared 
and spoke in the House of Commons, and gave three votes, 
thereby incurring a penalty, which led to prolonged legal 
proceedings in the Court of Exchequer. At length, after 
many fruitless endeavours to obtain a repeal of the Act 
compelling every member to take the oaths “on the true 
faith of a Christian,” he was again elected for Greenwich, 
in 1859, after the passing of the Act removing the Jewish 
disability to be a member of Parliament, Besides being an 
Alderman of the City of London, he is a Deputy-Lieu- 
tenant and J.P. for Kent and Middlesex, a J.P. for Sussex, 
a Fellow of the Royal Geographical and Astronomical 
Societies, and the author of several pamphlets on banking, 
English and foreign railways, and Parliamentarv oaths. 


Mr. ALFRED Austin, barrister-at-law, late secretary to 
the Commissioners of Her Majesty’s Works and Public 
Buildings, has been gazetted a Companion of the Civil Divi- 
sion of the Order of the Bath. Mr. Austin, C.B., was called 
to the bar at the Middle Temple in January, 1839. 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Tue Law oF Jornt TENANCY. 


Sir,—I think the writer of the learned articles on the 
‘* Law of Joint Tenancy” in your journal has not thought 
of the recent Acts on judgments, particularly 27 & 28 Vict. 
c. 112, when he told us in your number of 18th September 
that “a judgment under the 1 & 2 Vict. ¢. 110, is now 
such a charge upon the interest of the joint tenant as works 
& severance pro tanto.” J. A. 


[We are obliged to “J, A.” for noticing this point. The 
statement, “ A judgment under the1 & 2 Vict. c.110, is now 
such a charge upon the interests of the joint tenant as works 
@ severance pro tanto (Prideaux on Judgments, 66),” is too 
general, and calculated to mislead. It is, it is believed, true 
of all judgments entered up under the 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110, 
before the 29th July, 1864 (the date of the 27 & 28 Vict. c. 
112), but as to judgments entered up since that time, joint 
tenancy is only potentially, and not actually, affected by 
such. Execution must follow under the last-mentioned Act 
to effect a severance of the jointure so as to bind the 
survivor. .As to judgments prior to the 29th July, 1864, the 
effect given to them by the 1 &2 Vict. c. 110, upon the 
interest of a joint tenant was not, it should seem, affected 
by the provisions of the 23 & 24 Vict. c. 38, as the interest 
of a surviving joint tenant guoad his late companion cannot 
be said to be either that of a “purchaser,” or of an “ heir, 
executor, or administrator.” See sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 of 
last-mentioned statute. The terms of the 27 & 28 Vict. c. 
112, s.1, are however, it should seem, too clear to admit of 
any doubt as to judgments entered up after the passing of 
the latter Act. The interest of a joint tenant may still be 
affected by a judgment by virtue of, and to the extent 
prescribed by, the 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110, which still measures 





the liability, but with the superadded condition, as to judg: 
ments entered up since the 27 & 28 Vict. c. 112, that < 
land shall be delivered in execution under the provisions of 
that statute. The provisions for making the creditor's. 
security available in the latter statute must, at least as to 
remedies against surviving joint tenants, appear to be 
cumulative, as there is great difficulty in applying the con. 
joint effect of the sections 2, 4, and 6 of the last Act, 
particularly as regard the definition of the term debtor, to the 
effect of a judgment and execution on the interest of a sur- 
viving joint tenant.—Ep. 8. J.] 





InsuRANCE COMPANIES AND THEIR AMALGAMATIONS. 

Sir,—Permit me to make a few remarks upon your ob- 
servations in the Solscitors Journal of the 9th inst., in answer 
to a letter of a “ Policyholder in one of the Amalgamated 
Offices’ —namely, that ‘‘it'is open to the policyholder to say, 
I contracted with you : I will have nothing to do with any. 
body else, and if you are going to cease business you must 
give me the surrender value of my policy.” There is not 
any clause in policies obliging }the company to pay or 
the policyholder to accept the surrender value of a policy 
upon the company’s ceasing to carry on business or other. 
wise—so that [the policyholder is not entitled to make the 
request you suggest, nor is the company bound to 
accede to itif made. ‘The conclusion you come to also 
proceeds upon the basis that the company is going 
to cease business, and that the policyholder, should 
he be inclined to make the sacrifice of taking the 
surrender value of his policy, has the opportunity of asking 
the company to give it him. The fact, however, is, that in 
the case of the amalgamation of the company whose policy 
I hold, and I believe of most other amalgamated companies, 
the policyholders did not have any intimation of the com- 
pany’s ceasing business until it had actually done so, and 
there was neither secretary, chairman, director, or other 
person authorised to act for it, so that a treaty of any kind 
could not be made with it. An insurance company has un- 
doubtedly a right to cease to take new business, but it has 
not any right to close its doors in order to get released 
from the contracts it has entered into, by putting it out of 
the power of the policyholders to perform their part of 
such contracts ; consequently a company when authorising 
the payment of future premiums on its policies to another 
company cannot make a condition that it should 
be released from liability under them without affording to the 
policyholders some other means of paying the premiums, 

It appears to me that such a proceeding, to say the least 
of it, would be so unfair, that no court of law or equity 
would support it. From this it follows that the payment 
of premiums to an office to which the business of the amal- 
gamated company has been transferred cannot be treated 
as an acquiescence which is to have the effect of releasing 
the amalgamated company from liability; but even if the 
company hasa right to make the condition before referred 
to, it must be borne in mind that the policyholders are not 
parties to the amalgamation deed, that they do not know 
what the deed contains, nor would they have any right to 
inquire into its contents; at all events so long as they are 
not in a position to make a claim upon the amalgamated 
company, the deed being a private arrangement between the 
two companies. As to the intention of the parties; in the 
case in which I am interested, I can only say that I never 
contemplated, by paying the premiums to the company with. 
which an arrangement had been made for carrying on the 
business of the amalgamated company, releasing the amal- 
gamated company from its liability to me; indeed, in the- 
letter giving me notice of the amalgamation, I was informed. 
that I might, if I chose, have a policy in the continuing, 
office in lieu of the company’s policy which I held; which. 
offer I did not accept. 

ANOTHER POLICYHOLDER IN ONE OF THE 
AMALGAMATED OFFICES. 





ACKNOWLEDGMENTS or Marrrep WomEN. 

Sir,—May I point out what appears to me an inconsistenc 
in the Regulw Generales as to acknowledgments of marri 
women ? ‘ 

It is very frequently convenient that the commissioner 
concerned as solicitor in the transaction should make the 
affidavit of verification. And the form of affidavit fully 
contemplates and makes provision for his doing so. Now 
the commissioner who makes the affidavit must be the per- 
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gon who puts the inquiry to the married woman, for the 
orders expresely require this, and he has to swear that ho 
did so. But the orders also direct that where one of the 
commissioners is concerned in the transaction, the inquiry 
shall be put by the other. How then can the commissioner 
concerned as solicitor make the affidavit ? . 

The obvious way of getting out of the difficulty is for 
both to put the question. But this would seem con to 
the order (in cases where one commissioner is interested or 
concerned in the transaction), for it directs that they (i.e., 
both commissioners) shall make the inquiry “or, in case 
one of them is interested or concerned as aforesaid, then such 
one as is not interested, &c.,” which clearly shuts out the 
interested commissioner from formally putting the question. 

That this is the intention of the order is the more evident 
from the fact that the inquiry is to be made not only of the 
married woman but also of the “ solicitor concerned.” 

Ishould be glad to know the views of some of your 
readers on the above subject. I may add that commis- 
missioners on their appointment are specially charged to 
carry out the requirements of the law “ with strictness.” 

Oct. 13. A PERPETUAL CoMMISSIONER, 





Law CrasseEs, 

Sir—Now that the period approaches when the law 
classes, annually held at the Law Institution, will reassemble, 
would you permit me through your journal to lay a proposal 
in reference to such classes before the Incorporated Law 
Society? It is, that in future the law classes should be so 
divided as to enable students preparing for the intermediate 
examination to avail themselves of their advantages, as well 
as those preparing for the final. 

By some such alteration I feel convinced that the society 
would not only be conferring a benefit on those students on 
whose behalf I write ; but also on itself by the addition of 
numbers it would obtain. 


October 18th, 1869. An ArTICLED CLERK. 








OBITUARY. 


LORD MANOR. 

Lord Manor, one of the senators of the College of Justice 
at Edinburgh, was found dead in his bed on the morning 
of the 7th October. The late judge (formerly Mr. George 
Dundas, of the Scotch bar) was the son of James Dundas, 
Esq., of Ochtertrye, and was born at Edinburgh in 1802. 
He studied for some time at Exeter College, Oxford, and 
passed to the Scotch bar, as a member of the Faculty of 
Advocates, in 1826. In 1845, Mr. Dundas was appointed 
sheriff of Selkirkshire, and in 1853 he was elected, by his 
brethren of the Faculty of Advccates, to the office of Vice- 
Dean of Faculty, which he held for fifteen years. On the 
resignation of Lord Curriehill, in 1868, Mr. Dundas was 
appointed a judge of the Court of Session, and then 
assumed the style and title of Lord Manor. This appoint- 
ment he received from the Government of Mr. Disraeli, 
which was then in power. It is singular that the only two 
appointments to the Scotch bench made by the late 
Conservative Government should be rendered vacant within 
such a short time of each other—first by the melancholy 
suicide of Lord Justice Clerk Patton, and now by the 
sudden death of Lord Manor. Lord Manor had married a 
sister of the late Bishop Mackenzie, who was sent out by 
the English Universities to evangelise Central Africa, and 
fell a victim to his missionary ae By this lady, who 
predeceased him, Lord Manor had a large family, most of 
whom survive. He was well known to all branches of the 
legal profession of Edinburgh, and before his elevation to 
the bench he held a somewhat special position as a giver 
of opinions on legal questions of difficulty. Throughout his 
long career he was remarkable for his devotion to classical 
studies, which he imbibed in early life. 


MR. RICHARD SMITH, 

The death of Mr. Richard Smith, solicitor, of Guldrey 
Lodge, Sedbergh, Yorkshire, took place on the 30th Sep- 
tember, in the fifty-second year of his age. Mr. Smith, who 
originally belonged to the city of York, was certificated as a 
solicitor in Michaelmas Term, 1840. 


; MR. W. N. ALLFORD. 
Mr. William Naish Alford, who was formerly a solicitor, 





of Sherborne, Dorset, died on the 8th of October, at 
Castleton, near that place, in the eighty-second year of 
his age. After a long and successful career as a legal prac- 
titioner, Mr. Allford, on his retirement from the active 
duties of his profession, was placed on the Commission of 
the Peace for the county of Dorset. He was also one of the 
overnors of the King’s School, and a master of the alms- 
ouse of Sherborne. 


MR. J. T. RAWLISON. 

Mr. John Turner Rawlison, an old and respected so- 
licitor, of Horsham, Sussex, died suddenly at his house on 
the 12th ult. He was attacked, whilst engaged in dressing, 
with a fit of apoplexy, which almost immediately had a fatal 
termination. The late Mr. Rawlison took out his certificate 
as a solicitor in Trinity Term, 1834, and was formerly in 
partnership with the late Mr. Thomas Coppand. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


EXAMINATIONS AT THE INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY. 
INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 
Michaelmas Term. 

The examiners appointed for the inte#mediate examination 
of persons under articles of clerkship to attorneys have 
appointed Thursday, the 11th November, forthe examination. 
Candidates for examination are to attend on that day at 
half-past nine in the forenoon, at the hall of the fIncor- 
porated Law Society. The examination will commence at 
ten o’clock precisely, and close at four o’clock. 

Articles, &c., must be left with the secretary on or before 
Monday, the 25th instant ; and, in case articles and testi- 
monials of service have been already deposited, they should 
be re-entered, the fee paid, and the answers completed on 
or before the 25th instant. 

Candidates applying to be examined under the 4th section 
of the Attorneys Act, 1860, may, on application, obtain copies 
of the further questions relating to the ten years’ service 
antecedent to the articles of clerkship ; and such questions, 
duly answered, must be left with the articles, &c., on or 
before the 25th instant. 


Fivat ExaMInation. 


The examiners appointed for the examination of persons 
applying ;to be admitted attorneys have appointed Tuesday, 
the 9th, and Wednesday, the 10th November, as the days for 
the examination. Candidates for examination are to attend 
on those days, at half-past nine in the forenoon of each day, 
at the hall of the Incorporated Law Society. The exami- 
nation will commence at ten o’clock precisely, and close at 
four o’clock. 

Articles, &c,, must be left with the secretary on or before 
Monday, the lst November. If the articles were executed 
after the lst January, 1861, the certificate of having passed 
the Intermediate Examination should be left at the same 
time; and, in case articles and testimonials of service have 
been already deposited, they should be re-entered, the fee 
paid, and the answers completed on or before the Ist No- 
vember. 

Candidates applying to be examined under the 4th section 
of the Attorneys Act, 1860, may, on application, obtain 
copies of the further questions relating to the ten years’ 
service antecedent to the articles of clerkship; and such 
questions, duly answered, must be left, with the articles, 
&c., on or before the Ist November. 

Where the articles have not expired, but will expire 
during the term, or in the vacation following such term, 
the candidate may be examined conditionally; but the 
articles must be left on or before the Ist November, and 
answers up to that time. 

On the first day of examination papers will be delivered 
to each candidate, containing questions to be answered in 
writing, classed under the several heads of—1. Preliminary ; 
2. Common and Statute Law, and Practice of the Courts ; 
8. Conveyancing. 

On the second day, further papers will be delivered to each 
candidate, containing questions to be answered in—4. Pre- 
liminary ; 5. Equity, and Practice of the Courts; 6. Bank- 
ruptcy, and Practice of the Courts; 7. Criminal Law, and 
Proceedings before Justices of the Peace. 
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Each Candidate is required to answer all the preliminary 
questions (Nos 1 and 4) ; and also to answer in three of the 
other heads of inquiry, viz. :—Common Law, Conveyancing, 
and Equity. The examiners will continue the practice of 
proposing questions in bankruptcy and in criminal law and 
proceedings before justices of the peace, in order that candi- 
dates who have given their attention to these subjects may 
have the advantage of answering such questions, and having 
the correctness of their answers,in those departments taken 
into consideration in summing up the merit of their general 
examination. 


Candidates who have already proved to the’ satisfaction of 
the examiners the ten years’ antecedent service are not re- 
quired to leave replies to the further questions again. 





FOREIGN TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE, 


AMERICA. 
WISCONSIN. 


Attorney and Client.—In an action by an attorney for the 
value of services rendered to defendant in a criminal action, 
it was not error to instruct the jury that in estimating the 
value of such services they might take into consideration 
the amount plaintiff had settled for with other persons 
charged in the same indictment, and for whom the same 
services were rendered. If plaintiff, in consideration of the 
poverty of some of the persons indicted, had settled with 
them for less than his services were worth, or if the services 
rendered to defendant were more valuabie than those ren- 
dered to the others, the plaintiff should have prepared and 
asked the Court to give special! instruction on those points. 
—Cunning v. Kemp. 

Plaintiff’s attorney, as a witness, was questioned by de- 
fendant as to who owned the note when he (said attorney 
sold it to the plaintiff. Held, that the witness was boun 
to answer the question, as it did not call for facts communi- 
cated to him by the plaintiff; and this although the payee 
had formerly been his client, since the latter does not ap- 
pear as a party in interest in this action. The question 
whether said witnesses had advanced any money to any 
person on the note did not call for an answer which could 
have been the subject of a privileged communication.—De 
Witt v. Perkins. 

An attorney who has advanced money or made himself 
liable for the costs in an action commenced by him on a 
town order in his hands, has a lien upon the order for the 
amount. A judgment of discontinuance in such an action 
rendered on the application of the defendant upon the 
ground that the case had been settled by the parties, reversed 
to enable plaintiff’s attorney (who had not been consulted 
in regard to the settlement) to proceed to collect the costs of 
the action and his fees. Such a judgment will be reviewed 
on a writ of error, where the affidavits read on the motion 
for the judgment are included in the bill of exceptions, and 
the order for the judgment is duly excepted to.—Howard v. 
Town of Osceola. 








AN AMERICAN JURIST ON THE ALABAMA CLAIMS. 

We take the following from a recent speech delivered at 
the Social Science Congress at Bristol, by the Hon. William 
Beach Lawrence, editor of Wheaton’s International Jurist, 
and formerly American Minister to the Court of St. 
James's :— 

“What I am going to say on the question now under- 
stood to be pending between the United States and Great 
Britain will be said as a publicist, and not asa citizen of 
my country. I am strictly a private individual, and no 
one, save myself, can be responsible for any sentiments that 
I may utter. This is not the occasion to go into discussion 
of the Alabama claims. As to them I will only remark 
that, whatever might be the construction of the law of 
nations, in a case where powers other than the United 
States and England were concerned, it may be asked 
whether, as between us, the indemnities accorded under the 
treaties of 1794 for vessels captured by French privateers, 
fitted out in our ports, and for vessels captured within our 
waters, and which it was not in our power to return, do not 
form a precedent entitled to weighty consideration. On 
the other hand, as far as respects the complaint founded on 
the recognition of the belligerent rights of the Confede- 


‘the law. 





rates, I cannot use too strong language in pronouncing its 
utterly baseless character. No tyro in international law jg 
ignorant that belligerency is a simple question of fat, 
With the late Sir Cornewall Lewis, we may ask, if the 
array of a million of men on each side does not constitute 
belligerency, what is belligerency? But what was the pro. 
clamation of the President, followed up by the condemna.- 
tion of your ships and cargoes for a violation of the 
blockade which is established, but a recognition of a stata 
of war? At this moment the United States, in claimi 
the property of the late Confederate Government, place 
before your tribunals their title on the fact of their being 
the successors of a de facto government. I repeat that, 
however valid our claims may be against you on other 
grounds, there is not the slightest pretext for any claim 
against you based on the public admission of a notorious 
fact, the existence of which has been recognised by every 
department of the Federal Government.’’ 





SINGULAR SCENE IN A COURT HOUSE. 


The Ottawa Daily News says:—‘‘The name of Ju 
Lafontaine has become familiar to Canadian lips. Here in 
the province of Ontario we are justly proud of the high 
standing of the judges of our superior court. Our neigh. 
bours, however, of the province of Quebec are not so highly 
favoured. Grave charges have been made against some of 
the judges of the superior and other high courts, and 
it is much to be feared that many of these ¢ 
are too well founded. Chief among the accused is his honour 
Judge Lafontaine, ofthe district of Ottawa. His positionin the 
community over which he judicially presides may be in- 
ferred from the scenes that usually characterise the sittings 
of his courts. These scenes usually go unreported, but as 
they are a scandal to British justice—of which we usually 
boast so much—it may not be out of place to shed a little 
daylight upon them. At the opening of the recent 
sessions of the Superior Court in Aylmer it was dis- 
covered that there were only thirty-three jurors present. 
The Court was about to proceed with its ordinary basi- 
ness, when Mr. Peter Aylen pointed out that the law require 
that at least forty jurors should be in attendance at the 
sessions of the Superior Court. Judge Lafontaine was in 
a quan Afraid to proceed without the legal number, 
he temporised and explained, and argued and pleaded, but 
all to no purpose. Mr. Aylen was inexorable, And so the 
first day of the court was spent. On the morning of the 
second day the same difficulty appeared again. There were 
not enough petit jurors present to satisfy the demands of 
Judge Lafontaine thought that Mr. Aylen’s 
ambition would have been satisfied with his having 
kept the court a whole day without transacting busi- 
ness; but he was mistaken. Mr. Aylen_ sternly de 
nounced the way in which justice was administered in the 
district of Ottawa, and appealed to the plain written text of 
the law against holding a court with less than forty juror. 
It was of no use that Judge Lafontaine appealed in the 
interests of justice. His appeals fell upon deaf ears. The 
second day was spent as fruitlessly as the first. On the 
morning of the third day Judge Lafontaine took his seat 
upon the bench in triumphant humour. The forty petit 
jurors were present, and he felt that he could smile defiance 
at the foe. Mr. Aylen, robbed of a grievance, was 
mute. Just then the grand jury, which had been pushing 
through its business while the Court was wrangling with 
Mr. Aylen, brought in its presentment. That unfortunate 
presentment renewed the strife. In their presentment the 
grand jurors expressed their regret that the judge's it- 
fluence should be so much impaired by the charges 
had been made against him both in and out of Parliament. 
Any other man in the judge’s position would probably 
have regarded such an expression of sympathy as vély 
equivocal indeed. But certain men gladly grip at straws, 
and the judge seemed to be overjoyed at the expression 
of sympathy. His joy, however, was of but short dura 
tion. Mr Aylen sprang to his feet and protested against the 
presentment. He denounced it in unmeasured terms as mis 
representing the people of the district of Ottawa. The 
judge mildly protested,’but his protests were unheodel. 
Warming with his indignation Mr. Aylen went further, 
and accused the officers of the court of mal-practice in pay- 
ing silver to the jurors, and pocketing the diseount. 42 
brought others into the row, and fora whilethere was the mi 
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chiefto pay. Mr. Aylen condemned the whole administration 
of justice in the district of Ottawa as a sink of ini- 
quity fitly represented by his honour who sat upon 
the bench. Every now and then, with piping voice, the 
Court would say: ‘Mr. Aylen, Mr. Aylen, you are inter- 
rupting the business of the court.’ But the warning note 
was unheeded as the voice of a child in a thunderstorm. 
And that storm lasted until noon of that third day. After 
that there was peace, and Mr. Justice Lafontaine, on the 
afternoon of the third day, began the business of the Su- 
perior Court of the district of Ottawa. The moral of all 
this is not far to seek. A judge who, with all the terrors 
of law at his disposal, cannot make himself respected in his 
own court has no business to be a judge at all.” 





PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
Last Quorarton, Oct. 15, 1869. 
[From the Official List of the actual business transacted. | 

t. Consols, 934 Annuities, April, ’85, 11 15-16 
Ditto m9 Account, Nov. 4, 933 Do. (Red Sea T. ) Aug. 1908 
3 per Cent. Reduced 913 Ex Bills, £1000, — per Ct. 10 p m 
New 3 per Cent., 913 Ditto, £500, Do —~ 10 pm 
Do, 34 per Cent., Jan. 794 Nitto, £100 & £200, — 10p m 
Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. 94 76 Bank of England Stock, 4 per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’73 Ct, (last half-year) 237 xd 
Annuities, Jan. 80 — Ditto for Account, 

INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 

. 104 p Ct.Apr.’74, 211 Ind. Enf. Pr., 5p C., Jan.’72 106 
eee pe orn Ditto, 5 per Cent., May, "79 It 
Ditto 5per Cent. July, "80 114 Ditto _ Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, — April,’64— : 

Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oct. "88 100 Do. Do., 5 per Cent., Aug. ’73 104 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4 per Ct., £1000 28 p'm 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent.923| Ditto, ditto, under £1000, 28 pm 





RAILWAY STOCK. 





Railways. Closing prices 





7 
80, xd 
10. 


Glasgow and South-Western . 
Great Eastern Ordinary Stock 
Do., East Anglian Stock, No. 2 ......... 
Great Northern eseeee 
D0., A SHOCK .rrscerrerrecserererersesseceeees| 
Great Southern and Western of Ireland 
Great Western—Original .........s00-+cseeeee 
Do., West Midland—Oxford., 





London, Brighton, and South Coast.. 
Lordon, Chatham, and Dover........ 
London and North-Western........ 
London and South-Western ........ 
Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln......... 
Metropolitan. ....ocosssrsrseecerceessecsecsecseves 
PEMA ncnsssenscbsceredccecsncobaveceanenss 

Do., Birmingham and Derby . 
North British ..ccscorcssrcsecsesseces 
North London .......s00 
North Staffordshire..........00eseeeee 
South Devon 
SOUtH-EAStOPN crescocecssessessereeees 
‘Taft Vale 




















* A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. has beea paid to B, 


Money MARKET AND CiTy INTELLIGENCE. 


Quietness has been the feature of all the markets this week. 
‘The funds opened very heavily, and are no better at the conclu- 
sion. Foreign securities also are inactive. There has been 
more doing in the railway than in the other markets: Midland 
tell at once } per cent on the news of the late accident. The 
Indian teed stocks continue to mers a little, and 
Great Western are somewhat stronger. t is now expected 


~daily that the Government will announce their plan for raising 


ee with which the telegraph companies are to be 
paid off. 





It is stated on excellent authority that the Hon. Mr. Justice 

olloway, who is now at home on furlough, is running the Hon. 
R. 8. Ellis, C.B., and Mr, J. D. Sim, C.S.1., very close for the 
seat in Council that will become vacant on the retirement in 
December next of the Hon. “I Concur” Philips, the senier 
member. Mr. Holloway is more at home on the bench than 
he would be in the calm atmosphere of the Council Chamber, 
and it is quite probable that his eminent fitness for the Chief 
Justiceship will be suitably recognised when Sir Colley Scot- 





land resigns. Sir Adam Bittlestone resigns the puisne judge- 
ship next year, and, it is possible, will be succeeded by Mr. 
Standish O'Grady, the well-known commentator on Hindoo 
Law. It is understood that the Hon. J. B. Norton, the 
Advocate-General, will also bid farewell to India next year. 
As a matter of course he will be succeeded by Mr. J. D. 
Mayne.—Madras Mail. 


The salary of Mr. John Marsden, solicitor to the istrates 
of the West Riding of Yorkshire, has been increased by that 
body from £800 to £1,000 per annum. Half of the solicitor’s 
salary is absorbed by the current legal expenses, and as the 
magisterial business had greatly augmented, this increase of 
salary was rendered necessary for the solicitor’s proper remunera- 
tion. 


Mr. John Ponsonby, town-clerk for Oldham, has intimated 
his intention of resigning the office. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 

CROUCH—On Oct. 14, at St. John’s-park, Highgate-hill, N., the wife 
of James W. Crouch, Esq., of Gray’s-inn-square, London, of a son. 

FRASER —On Oct. 8, the wife of George Patrick Fraser, Solicitor, of No. 
81, Albert-street, Mornington-crescent, Regent’s-park, and 8, Furni- 
val’s-inn, of a daughter. 

GRAY—On Oct. 12, at 9, Prince’s-square, Bayswater, the wife of John 
Wilson Gray, Esq,, Barrister-at-Law, of a son. 

MARRIAGES. 

PRICE—WILLIAMS—On Oct. 12, by banns, at St. Elvan’s, Aberdare, 
J. Edwards Price, Esq., Solicitor, Pontypridd, to Agnes Ann, youngest 
daughter of D. Evan Williams, Esq., J.P., Hirwain, Glamorganshire. 

DEATHS. 

DURRANT—On Oct. 10, at 23, Guilford-street, Russell-square, London, 
W.C., George John Durrant, Esq., aged 48, 

RAWLISON --On Oct. 12, suddenly, at Horsham, J. T. Rawlison, Esq., 
Solicitor, aged 56. 

STUBBS—On Oct. 12, at St. Paul’s-close, Eliza, the beloved wife of 
George Bradnock Stubbs, Solicitor, Walsall, in her 70th year. 

WAIN WRIGHT—On Oct. 1, Mary, widow of the late Captain William 
Wainwright, Her Majesty’s 27th Enniskillen Regiment, and sister-in- 
= » ny tate Right Hon. Sir Lancelot Shadwell, Vice-Chancellor of 

ngland. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


GHinding up of Joint Stock Compantes. 
Fripay, Oct. 8, i869. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Consolidated Land Company of France (Limited).—Petition for winding 
up, presented Sept 9, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor 
Malins on the next petition day. Montagu, Bucklersbury, selicitor 
for the petitioner. 

Fenton Park Iron and Coal Company (Limited).—Petition for winding 
up, presented Oct 5, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor James 
on the first petition day in Michaelmas Term. Tyrrell, Gray’s-inn-sq, 
for E. & A. Tennant, Hanley, solicitors for the petitioners, 

Tugspay, Oct. 12, 1869. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Matlock Old Bath Hydropathic Company (Limited).—Petition for wind- 
ing up, presented Oct 1, directed to be heard before Vice-Chanceller 
James on Nov 6. Satchell & Chappie, Queen-st, Cheapside, for Stoner 
Wirksworth, solicitor for the petitioner. 

Perdu Carta Lead Mining Company (Limited).-—Petition for winding 
up, presented Oct 12, directed to be heard before the Master of the 
Rolls on Nov 6. Westall & Roberts, Leadenhall-st, for Anderson & 
Collins, Lpool, solicitors for the petitioner. 

Rochdale Theatre Company (Limited).—Vice-Chancellor James has, by 
an order dated Oct 1, ordered that the above company be wound up 
Pritchard & Englefield, Doctors’-commons, for Grundy & Coulson 
Manch, solicitors for the petitioners. 


Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
FripAY, Oct. 8, 1869. 
Court Defence of the Ancient Order of Foresters Friendly Society, Star 
Hotel, Market Drayton, Salop. Oct 1. 
Witley Friendly Society, Red Lion Inn, Milford, Surrey. Oct 4. 


TuEspay, Oct. 12, 1869. 
Heart of Oak Friendly Society, Swan Inn, Brynmawr, Brecon. Oct 6. 


Crevitors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claw. 
Fripay, Oct. 8, 1869. 
Blagg, Sarah, Tuxford, Nottingham, Widow. Nov8. Moor, Tuxford. 
Blackwell, John Howard, Jermyn-st, Mining Engineer. Nov 8. 
Marsland, St Swithin’s-lane. 
Cocker, Ephraim, White Coppice, Lancashire, Cotton Manufacturer. 
Decl. Pickop, Blackburn. 
Eley, John, Rowley Regis, Stafford, Maltster. Nov 15. Sanders & 
Smith, Dudley. 
Fryer, Thos Thompson, Broughton, nr Manch, Engraver. Nov 20. 
Bagshaw & Wigglesworth, Manch. 
Haywood, Joseph, Sheffield, Gent. Nov 3. Johnson, Sheffield. 
Heywood, Robt, Gt Bolton, Lancashire, Esq. Nov 22. Rushton & Ar- 
mitstead, Bolton-le-Moors. 
Higginson, Sarah Sophia, Everton, Lpool, Widow. Nov 5. Miller & 
Co, Lpool. 
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a Edwin, Aldgate, Tea Dealer. Dec 24. Hudson, Fenchurch- 
bi 


Jones, John, Lpool, Dockmaster. Nov 5. Miller & Co, Lpool. 

Langton, Anne Gore, Stapleton-Park, Gloucester, Widow. 
Abbot & Leonard, Bristol. 

March, Thos, Barnstaple, Devon, Gent. Dec 1. 

Rochdale. i 
Maxwell, Wm, Pemberton, Lancashire, Gent. Novi. France, Wigan. 
Merry, Thos Homer, Fenchurch-st, Drug Broker. Nov 30. Mullens, 

Cheapside. 

Oldrid, John Hy, Birm, Commercial Traveller. Nov 13. Staniland, 

Wigelsworth, Boston. 

Parr, Harriet Lydia, Southsea, Hants, Widow. Dec 1. Mackenzie & Co, 

Crown-ct, Old Broad-st. 

Reet ang, Yeadon, Guiseley, York, Widow. Decl. Siddall, 
Otle: 
Read, ihe Bradford, York, Pawnbroker. withintwo months. Raw- 
son & Co, Bradford. 
Roe, Robt, East Stonehouse, Devon, Master Mariner. March 31. 

Rooker & Co, Plymouth. 

Sinclair, Wm, Sowerby, York, Gent. Dec 20. Richardson, Thirsk. 
Waters, John Whittenbury, Aston-juxta-Birmingham, Gent. Nov 26. 

Bridges & Clarke, Birm. 

Withers, Wm, Milton, Somerset, Yeoman. Dec 1. Sheppard, Wells, 
TvEspay, Oct. 12, 1869. 
Creasy, Fras, Godalming, Surrey, Gent. Dec 1. 

Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Darby, Thos, Cheltenham, Gloucester, “Builder. 

Cheltenham. 

Denson, Jas, Manch, Smith. Decl. Chew & Sons, Manch. 
Harwood, Anne, Folkestone, Kent, Widow. Nov 13. 

Folkestone, 

Hayley, Wm, Huddersfield, York, Yeoman. Dec 10. Nuttall, Manch. 
Heinke, Chas Edwin, Gt Portland-st, Submarine Engineer. Dec 31. 


Champion, Ironmonger-lane, Cheapside. 
— John, sen, Bordesley, Warwick, Builder. Nov5. Whateley, 
Hunter & Co 


Nov 4. 
Molesworth & March, 


Currie & Williams, 
Dec 1. Lingwood, 


Harrison, 


Nov 23. 
Nov 28. 


Hunter, Joseph, Whitby, York, Solicitor. 
Whitby. 


Lithgow, Mary, Stanway, Essex, Widow. 
Coggeshall. 

Mason Chas, Albert-rd, Kegent’s-park, Assistant Manager L & NW 
Railway Company. Nov 13. Shaw & Tremellen, Gray’s-inn-sq. 

Noble, Jane, Oswestry, Salop, Widow. Dec 3. Minshall, Oswestry. 

Page John, Mortimer-rd, De Beauvoir Town, Hackney, Gent. Dec 10. 
Marsden, Friday-st, Cheapside. 

Patridge, Anna, Colchester, Essex, Widow. 
Coggleshall. 

Plant, Thos, Sandbach, Cheshire, Gent. Dec 1. 
Sandbach. 

Smith, Chas Webb, Salcombe Regis, Devon, Esq. Decl. Travis & Co, 
Throgmorton-st. 

Surr, Timothy, Leigham Cottage, Balham, Esq. Oct3l. Surr & Gribble, 
Abchurch-lane. 

Waterlot, Adelaide, Palace-rd, Roupell-park, Brixton. 
& Keen, Dean’s-ct, Doctors’-commons. 

Winstone, Jas, Wraxali, Somerset, Yeoman. Oct 23. Perham, Redhill, 
nr Bristol. 


Beaumont, Great 


Nov 4. Beaumont, Great 


Latham & Bygott, 


Jan1. Lawrie 


deeds registered pursuant to Bankruyley Aci, 1861. 

Fripay, Oct. 8, 1869. 

ny fy Wm, Pallion, Durham, Shipbuilder. Sept 8. Asst. Reg 

Balt, Jon Hy, Southsea, Hants, Upholsterer. Sept 24. Comp. Reg 
ic 


Bromley, Wm, Redditch, Worcester, Lithographic Printer. Sept 10. 
Comp. Reg Oct 7. 
Bullivant, Chas, Birm, Hotel Keeper, Sept 3. Comp. Reg Oct 7. 
Cave, Wm Tull, Coborn-rd, Bow, Twine Spinner. Sept 30. Comp. 
: Comp. 


Reg Oct 5 

Clarke, Jas, Stockport, Cheshire, Painter. Sept 10. Reg Oct 8. 
Asst. Reg Oct 6. 

Asst. Reg Oct 5 


Collins, Robt Canning, Wells, Brewer. Sept 8. 

Cooper, Hy Walbran, York, Draper. Sept 17. 

Dean, Arthur, & Geo Dickerson, Brighton, Sussex, Builders. “Oct 1. 
Comp. Reg Oct 6. 

Dunn, Alpheus, Fulham-rd, Draper. Sept 3. Comp. Reg Oct6. 

Earish, Wm, Leeds, Wine Merchant, Sept 7. Asst. Reg Oct 7. 

French, Edw John, Brighton, Sussex, Oilman. Septls. Comp. Reg 


cilderireax Robt, Leadenhall-st, Timber Merchant. Sept10. Asst. 

ig Oc 

Gough, Wm, Walsall, Stafford, Saddler. Sept 27. Comp. Reg Oct 7. 

Grant, Robt, St Albans, Herts, Stonemason. Oct5. Comp. Reg Oct6. 
Grimshawe, Abraham, Tas Grimshawe, & Wm Grimshawe Horsforth, 
York, Cloth Manufacturers, Aug 26, Comp. Reg Oct 

Hollands, Edwin, Geka, nr Maidstone, Kent, Wood p ocl Sept 10 
Comp. Keg Oct 5 

as » Thos, Kingston-upon-Hall, Solicitor, July 19. Arrangement. 
eg 

— peeax, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Outfitter. Septl17. Comp. Reg 


Bn Chas, Aston-juxta-Birm, Baker. Sept6. Asst. Reg Oct 7. 
— John, Blackburn, Lancashire, Innkeeper. Sept6. Asst. Reg 


— Jas, Ardwick, Manch, Travelling Draper. Sept 3. Asst. Reg 
t 


ee John, Diss, Norfolk, Travelling Draper. Sept 10. Comp. Reg 


Moss, Wm, Manch, Tailor. Oct2. Comp. Reg Oct 6 

Pearman, John Wm, & Wm Jas —* Wells-st, Oxford-st, Music 
Printers. Sept 22. Comp. Reg Oct 6 

=— Hy, Chatham, Kent, Dealer in "Toys. Sept 13. Comp. Reg 


t 5 
~ John, & Robt Paul Priest, Kingston-upon-Hull, Skip Owners. 
Sept 29. Asst. Reg Oct 4, 


roy Thos, Keighley, York, Boot Maker. Septi7. Comp. Reg 





Ratcliffe, Wm Thos, Birm, Japanner. Sept 10. Comp. Reg Oct 7, 

Rice, ae Horsham Saint Faiths, Norfolk, Innkeeper. Sept 8. Asst- 
Re 

Samuel ones, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Watchmaker. Sept 27. Asat,. 
Re 5. 


t 5. 
Pom Thos, Erskine-rd, Regent’s Park-rd, French Posisher. 
Comp. Reg Oct 6. 
Seccombe, Wm, Ridgway, Devon, Draper. Sept 14. Asst. Reg Octs, 
Simmons, Jas, & Jas Wall, Birm, Factors. Sept 24. = Reg Oct 5, 
Slade, Jonah, Lydney, Gloucester, Grocer. Sept 2. Reg Oct 6. 
oy Wm, Houghton-le-Spring, Durham, Sg Sept 7. Comp. 
Re 
Ta: ie, Jo soba Temple, Guildford-st, Surveyor. Aug 23, Asst. Reg 


ict 7. 
Towers, | Horatio Wood, St John-st-rd, Stock Broker. Sept 27, 


Comp. Reg Oct 6. 
Ullett, Mary iz, Birm, Hosier. Sept 14. Asst. Reg , 8. 
Ward, Eliz, Henfield, Sussex, Builder. Sept 15. Asst. gz Oct 8. 
“co _— Ol dham, Lancashire, Cotton Spinner, ean Comp . 


wid oa Sam] Wild, & Levi Wild, Gauxholme Py gaat. 
shire, Cotton Manufacturers. Sept ll. Asst. Reg 

Wood, Geo, jun, eed Worcester, Brick bacatlicueee, Sept 15, 
Comp. Reg Oct 8 


Sept 10, 


TueEspay, Oct. 12, 1869. 
Blakey, Joe, & John Brown, Huddersfield, York, Dyers. 
Conv. Reg Oct 9. 
Bullen, Wm, Oxton, nr Lpool, Brewer. 
Chudleigh, Nicholas Major, 
Sept :5. Comp. Reg Oct 9. 
Cox, Alfd Baynes, Clarence Villa, Queen’s-rd, South Norwood, Govern- 
ment Clerk. Oct6. Comp. Reg Oct 12. 
Crouch, Herbert Jason, Southwick, Sussex, Ironmonger. 
Comp. Reg Oct 9. 
— a ed Holborn, Coal Merchant. 


Sept 10, 


Aug 30. Comp. Reg Oct 8, 
Exmouth-st, Clerkenwell, Tea Dealer, 


Sept 29. 


“3 Sept 21. 
Elf “Thos tobe, jun, Gravesend, Kent, Licensed Victualler. Sept 23, 
t 8. 


Comp. 


Asst. Reg 
Gibbs, Waiter Ormsby, Bath, Professor of Music. Septl5. Asst. Reg 


Gilbert, Sam] Barry, St Mawgan Cross,Cornwall, Malster. Sept 24, 
Asst. Reg Oct 11. 

Gill, Thos, Hunslet, Leeds, Ironfounder, Sept 23. Asst. Reg Oct 9, 

bag dog Anne, Westmoreland-rd, Bayswater, Milliner. Sept 3. Comp. 


Reg 
Hambly, a Alfd, Milton-next-Gravesend, Kent, Builder. Sept 17. 
Asst. Reg Oct 8. 
my ae Edwd, Tottenham Court-rd, Bookseller. Oct 7. Comp. 
Reg Oct 
eo ~~ —. , Bishopsgate-st Without,Cap Maker. Sept 30.. 
‘omp ; 
Longbottom, Wm & Richd Tolson sores Huddersfield, York, Waste 
Dealers. Sept 14. Comp. Reg 
— Alex, Manch, Traveling. ane: Sept 21. Asst. 
ct 8 
ee, sy. Grundy-st, Poplar, Cheesemonger. Sept 20. Comp 
Reg Oc 
Massey, Fredk, Joseph Massey, & Herbert Topham, Sheffield, Coal 
Merchants. Aug 26. Asst. Reg Oct ll. 
Nelson, Thos, & Wm Nelson, Birm, Brass Cock Founders. Oct 7. 
Comp. Reg Oct 9. 
Rose, Wm, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Hatter. Sept15. Asst. Reg Oct8. 
. Reg Bloxwich, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. Sept 13. Comp. 
Reg 
om > occa Westmoreland, Hotel Keeper. Sept 18. Comp, 
eg Oct 

Smith, Richd Geo, Kingston-upon-Hull, Architect. Sept 13. Inspec- 
torship. Reg Oct 11. 

— Fras, Falmouth-rd, Gt Dover-st, Draper. Sept 10. gAsst. Reg 
ct 


Spencer, Wm Woodward, Canonbury-rd, Islington, Comm Agent. Sept 
15. Comp. Reg Oct 11. a se Ag . 


Suthers, Alice, Wood Top, Lancashire, Widow. Sept 13. Asst. Reg 


Reg 


Oct 11. 
Worth, Thos Bond, <7 toad Worcester, Carpet Manufacturer. 


Aug 
19. “Asst. Reg Oct 9 


Bankruyls. 
Fripay, Oct. 8, 1869. 
ToSurrender in London. 

Atkinson, Augustus Hy, & Chas Cox Corfield, Cursitor-st, Chancery- 
lane, Lithographers. Pet Got 5. Roche. Oct 20 atl. Marshall 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 

Bache, Richd Bullock, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Oct 2 (for pau). 
Roche. Oct i9at 1. Lawrence, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 

Barnett, John, Burns-ter, Herne-hill, Comm Agent. Pet Oct 4. Roche. 
Oct 19 at 1.’ Blackford & Riches, Gt Swau-alley, Moorgate-st. 

Birdsey, Fredk, Snow-hill, Coffee-house Keeper. Pet Oct 6. 
Oct 20 at 11. Clarke, Aylesbury. 

Blanch, Joseph Jas, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Oct 5 (for pau). 
Roche. Oct 2@at 1. Hicks, Coleman-st. 

Bradshaw, Edwd, Thame, Oxford, Furniture Dealer. Pet Oct 2. Oct 
{9 atl. Beswick, Bedford-row. 

Buckingham, Edwd, & Wm Buckingham, Woodside, Croydon, Buil- 
— Pet Oct 4. Roche. Oct 19 at 1. Keighley, Ironmonger- 
ane 

Caldecot, Hy Duncomb, Sheat-farm, Gatcombe, Isle of Wight, Farmer. 
a Sept 28. Pepys. Oct 21 at 12, Jacobs, Bedford-row ; New, New- 


a, Wm Robt, Eastcheap, Wine Merchant. Pet Oct 2. 
Oct 19at 12, Lawrence & Co, Old Jewry-chambers. 

Chamberlain, John, St Peter’s-st, Essex-rd, Islington, Tailor. 
4. Roche. Oct 20at 1). Holmes, Fenchurchest. 

Chilwell, Emily Jane, Cambridge, no occupation. Pet Oct 5. 

Pet Oct 5. 


Roche. 


Pepys- 
Pet Oct 
Roche. 

Roche- 


Oct 20 at 1. Cole, jan, Essex-st, Strand. 
Damerell, John, Fulham-fields, Beershop Keeper. 
Oct 21 at ll, Cooke, Gresham-bldgs, Guildhall. 
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os, Bishopsgate-st Within, Ship Broker, Pet Oct 4. Pepys, 
a = at 1. Lea & Sanders, Barge-yard-chambers, Bucklersbury. 
Froud, Geo, Acton, Builder, PetOot4. Oct 20at 12. Godden, Fen- 


ch-st. 

don Hy, Woolwich, Kent, Baker. Pet Oct5. Roche. Oct 20 at 1. 
Edwards, Bush-lane, Cannon-st. 

Guibilei, Augusta Mary, Gower-st, Bedford-sq, Widow. Pet Oct 4. 
Roche. Oct 20 atll. Kearsey, Old Jewry. 

Hacker, Geo Cyprian, Princes-st, C dish-sq, cial Traveller. 
Pet Oct 4. Roche. Oct 20 at 12, Roberts, Moorgate-st. 

Haldane, Hy, Martlet-ct, Bow-st, Covent-garden, Pianoforte Maker, 
Pet Oct5. Roche. Oct20at12. Froggatt, Argyle-st, Regent-st. 

Harvey, Benj Wm, Upper Norwood, Draper. Pet Oct 1. Roche. Oct 
19 at 1]. Reed & Co, Gresham-st. 

Hawes, Richd, Oakley-common, Bucks, Farmer. Pet Oct5. Roche. 
Oct 20 at 1. Cooke, Gresham-bldgs. 

Hayward, Joseph, Lewis-rd, Coal Harbour-lane, Camberwell, Chandler. 
Pet Oct 4. Koche. Oct 19 atl. Weatherhead, Coleman-st. 

Hedgecock, John, jun, Sittingbourne, Kent, Coal Merchant. Pet Oct 5. 
Roche. Oct 20at 12. Downing, Basinghall-st. 

Hobbs, Wm Hy Longcluse, Woolwich, Kent, Baker. Pet Oct 5 (for pau). 
Roche. Oct 20at !. Buchanan, Basinghall-st. 

Hope, Hy, Hunter Mews, Brunswick-sq, Wheelwright. Pet Oct 6. 
Roche. Oct 21 atli. Nash, Arlington-st, New North-rd. 
Jordan, Thos Wm, Kentish-town-rd, St Panoras, Decorator. Pet Oct 5. 
Roche. Oct 2} atil. Peddell, Guildhall-chambers, Basinghall-st. 
Kent, Francie, Harrow-on-the-Hill, Baker. Pet Oct 6. Roche. Oct 21 
at12. Marshall, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

King, Joseph, Lambeth-walk, Greengrocer. Pet Oct5. Roche. Oct 
20 at 1. Barton & Drew, Fore-st, 

Linington, Fredk Norris, Hoddesdon, Herts, Grocer. Pet Oct 7. Roche, 
Oct 20 at 11. Hammond, Furnival’s-inn, Holborn. 

Martin, Benj, Rhodeswell-ter, Rhodeswell-rd, Stepney, Foreman to a 
Corn Chandler. Pet Oct5. Roche, Oct20at 11. Dobson, Cole- 


man-st. 
Matthews, Wm, Edmund-ter, Notting-hill, Builder. Pet Oct4. Oct 
20 at 12, Rigby, Gresham-st. 
Moss, Moses, & Joel Joel, Aldgate High-st, Manufacturers. Pet Oct 5. 
Roche. Oct 20 at 12. Barnett. New Broad-st. 
Mundy, Andrew Jas, Prospect-pl, Peckham-Rye, Builder. Pet Oct 4. 
Roche. Oct 21 at 11. 





Roche. Oct 19at!. Morris, Jermyn-st, St James’s. 

Overall, Wm, Old Kent-rd, Baker. Pet Oct 6. 
Geaussent, New Brond-st, 

Parneutt, Wm John, William-st, Caledonian-rd, Carpenter. Pet Oct 6. 
Roche. Oct 21 at 12. Ricketts, Frederick-st, Gray’s-inn-rd, 

Peyton, Hy Alfred, Osnaburgh-pl, Regent’s-pk, no occupation. Pet Oct 
6. Roche, Oct2l at 12. Cooke, Gresham-bldgs, Guildhall. 

Rocco, Bruto Perelli, Greek-st, Soho, Italian Warehouseman. Pet Oct 
4. Roche. Oct 19at11. Cooper, Billiter-st. 

Roffey, Geo, Plumstead, Kent, out of business. Pet Oct 4. Roche. Oct 
20at 12. Buchanan, Basinghall-st. 

Turner, John, Northampton, Hotel Keeper. Pet Sept 24. Pepys. Oct 
2lat 12. Lawrence & Co, Old Jewry-chambers. 

Underwood. Haines, Bradwell-st, Bancroft-rd, Mile End, out of business. 
Pet Oct5. Roche. Oct2latll. Cooke, Gresham-bldgs, Guild- 


hall. 

Vine, Edwd Chas, Chequer-alley, Bunhill-row, Stay Manufacturer. 
Pet Oct 4. Roche. Oct 19at1. Downing, Basinghall-st. 

Von Bodelschwing, Ignace, Erith, Kent, Professor of Foreign Lan- 


Oct 19 at 11. 
Pet Oet 5. Roche. 


Watson, Coleman-st. 


guages. Pet Oct 4. Roche. 
Oct 21 at 


Walter, Thos, Plumstead, Kent, Baker, 
ll. Hughes, Green’s-end, Woolwich, 
Wood, Chas Hy, Grange-rd, Bermondsey, Builder. Pet Oct 6. Pepys. 
Oct 20 at 1, Miller, Bond-ct-House, Walbrook. 
Wright, Wm, & Wm Hazard, Crawford-mews, Bryanstone-sq, File 
ufacturers. Pet Oct6. Roche. Oct 2iatil. Hicks, Coleman. 


To surrender in the Country. 
Adams, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj Aug 14. Kay. Manch, 
Nov 10 at 9.30, 
Amos, Robt, Bootle, Lancashire, Ship Steward. Pet Oct 5. 
Nov 9at il. Grimmer, Lpool. 
Thos, Penzance, Cornwall, Doctor of Laws. Pet Oct 4, 
Borlase. Penzance, Oct 18 at1ll. Trythall, Penzance. 
Barrs, Uhas, Westbromwich, Stafford, out of business. Pet Oct 6. 
Tudor. Birm, Oct 22at 12, Jackson, Westbromwich. 
Battersley, John, Tyldesley, L hire, out of busi Pet Oct 6. 
Holden, Leigh, Uct 20 at 1. Edge & Dawson, Bolton. 
Blakey, John, Lpool, Boot Manufacturer. Pet Oct 1. Lpool, Oct 19 


atll, Etty, Lpool. 
Bostock, Wm Lacey, Prisoner for Debt, Derby. Adj Sept 21. 
Pet Oct 7. 


Lpool, 





Ingle. 
Belper, Oct 23 at 12. Everall, Nottingham. 
» Chas Furniss, Sheffield, York, out of business, 
Wake, Sheffield, Oct 21 at 1. Dyson, Sheffield. 
Crocker, Wm, Bow, Devon, Labourer. Pet Sept 30 (for pau). 
Exeter, Oct 23 at 11. Floud, Exeter. 
Crockford, Geo, Brighton, Sussex, Greengrocer. Pet Oct 5, Evershed. 
Brighton, Oct 25 at 11. Haynes, Serle-st, Lincoln’s-inn. 
Desborough, Thos, Kimbolton, Huntingdon, Auctioneer. Pet Oct 6. 
idge. 
Adj Sept 15. Postleth- 


Daw. 


Day. St Neot’s, Oct 21 at 2- Hunt, Cambrid 
n, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. 
waite. Ulverston, Oct 30 at 10. 
Fattorini, Francis, Preston, Lancashire, out of business. Pet Oct 6. 
Portleson. Poulton-le-Fylde, Oct 22 at 10. Ambler, Preston. 
Fisher, Thos, Chertsey, Surrey, Pianoforte Tuner. Pet Oct 2. Gregory. 
Chertsey, Oct 20 at 11. Spiller, Egham. 
Fleming, Thos Ritson, Gorleston, Suffolk, Baker. Pet Oct 5. 
berlin. Gt Yarmouth, Oct 22 at 12. Wiltshire, Gt Yarmouth. 
Gadd, Thos, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer. Pet Oct 5. Tudor. 
Birm, Oct 19 at 11. Maples, Nottingham. 
Garlick, Johr, Chesterfield, Derby, Licensed Victualler, Pet Oct 1. 
Wake. Chesterfield, Oct 26 at 11. Cutts, Chesterfield. 
» Wm, West Gorton, Lancashire, Painter. Pet Oct 4. Fardell, 
Manch, Oct 18 at 12. Atkinson & Co, Manch, 
Gledhill, Jas, Halifax, York, Travelling Draper. Pet Oct 2. Rankin. 
alifax, Oct 22 at 10. Storey, Halifax. 
Goodwin, Wilson, Gt Grimsby, Baker, PetSept9. Dawbeny. Gt 
Grimsby, Oct 22 a¢ 11. 


Cham- 





Gregson, Edwd, Bolton, Lancashire, Stonemason. Pet Oct 6. Holden. 

@ brea = 10. _——— Bolton. 
ubben, Thos, borough, York, Fishmonger. Pet Sept 20. Woodall. 
Scarborough, Oct 11 at 3. Mason, Senbonedh. sing 

Harris, Hy, Egham, Surrey, Shoemaker. Pet Oct 2. Gregory. Chert- 
sey, Oct 20at 11. Spiller, Egham. 

Head, John, & Russell Broom, Kidderminster, Worcester, Carpet 
Manofacturers. Pet Octl. Tudor. Birm, Oct 29 at 12. James & 

Walsall, 


Grifin, Birm. 

Hough, Chas, Blakenall, Stafford, Bit Maker, Pet Oct 4. 
Nov 4 at 12. Adams, Walsall. 

Jackson, Chas, Northampton, Shoe Manufacturer. Pet Oct4. Den- 
nis. Northampton, Oct 23 at 10. White, Northampton, 

Jones, Isaac, Banwell, Glamorgan, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet Oct 4.. 
Morgan. Neath, Oct 19 at 11. Middleton, Neath. 

Keates, Thos, Leek, Stafford, out of business. Pet Oct1. Allen. Leek, 
Oct 21 at11, Tennant, Hanley. 

King, Geo, King Stalney, Gloucestershire, out of business. Pet Oct 2. 
Anderson. Stroud, Oct 18 at 10. Witchell, Stroud. 

Knapman, Edwd, jun, Moretonharapstead, Devon, Blacksmith. Pet 
Oct 6. Pidsley. Newton Abbot, Oct 20 at 10. Francis & Baker, 
Newton Abbot. 

Lancaster, Thos, Altrincham, Cheshire, Dyer. Pet Oct 5. Southern, 
Altrincham, Oct 25 at 11. Brownell, Altrincham. 


Masten, Julius, Gt Grimsby, Grocer. Pet Sept 28. Dawbeny. Gt 
Grimsby, Oct 15 at 11. Sibra, Hull. 

May, Jes, Bristol, Beerhouse Keeper. PetSept 29, Harley. Bristol, 
Oct 22 at 12. Beckingham. 

Mitchell, Geo, Gorleston, Suffolk, Smack Owner, Pet Oct5. Chamber- 
lin. Gt Yarmouth, Oct 22 at 12. Wiltshire, Gt Yarmouth. 

Mitchell, Geo, St Mary Church, Devon, Millwright. Pet Oct 5. Pids- 
ley. Newton Abbot, Oct 20 at 11. Carter, Torquay. 

Merris, Wm, Hafod, Glamorgan, Labourer. Pet Sept 27. Morris. 
Swansea, Oct 18 at 2. Smith, Swansea. 

Mortimer, John, Leeds, Stationer. Pet Oct 4. Marshall. Leeds, Oct 
21at12. Whiteley, Leeds. 

Neal, Hy Johnson, Gt Grimsby, Watchmaker. PetSept9. Dawbeny. 
Gt Grimsby, Oct 22 at 11. 

Robinson, Ohas, New Grimesthorpe, Sheffield, Engine Tenter. Pet 
Oct 5. Rodgers. Sheffield, Oct 2] at 1. Dyson, Shoffield, 

Rostron, John, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj Sept 15. Bolton. 


Blackburn, Oct 25 at 1. 
Slack, Wm, Sheffield, Fnrnaceman. Pet Oct 5. Wake. Sheffield, 
Pet Octl. Hub- 


Oct 21 atl. Mellor, Sheffield. 
Smart, Jas, Church, Gresley, Derby, Brickmaker. 
bersty. Burton-upon-Trent, Oct 20 at 10. Wilson, Burton-upon-Trent. 
Smith, Thos Forrest, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj Sept 15. Bol- 
ton. Blackburn, Oct 25at 1. Backhouse, Blackburn. 
Thompson, Wm, Gatesnead, Durham, Provision Dealer. Pet Oct 5. 
Ingledew. Gateshead, Oct 22 at 12. Dove, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 
Townsend, Cotnam, Doncaster, York, Photographer. Pet Oct 5. Leeds, 
Oct 20 at 12. Mellor, Sheffield. 

Trueman, Chas Wm, Whitby, York,"Jet Ornament Manufacturer. Pet 
Oct 5. Leeds, Oct 25 at 11. Simpson, Leeds. 

Walker, Wm, Little Driffield, York, Labourer. Pet Oct4. Tonge. Gt 
Driffield, Oct 21 at 11. Hodson, Gt Driffield. 

*Whirledge, Wm, Egginton, Derby, Shoemaker. Pet Oct 6, Hubbersty. 
Burton-npon-Trent, Oct 27 at 10. Leech, Derby. 

Williams, John Lewis, Aberdare, Glamorgan, Accountant. Pet Oct 2. 
Rees. Aberdare, Oct 19 at ll. Lewis, Merthyr Tydfil. 

Williams, Thos Hy, Penzance, Corrwall, Painter. Pet Oct 2. Borlase. 
Penzance, Oct 18at 1}. Trythall, Penzance. 

Worrall, Arthur, Barrow-in-Furness, Lancashire, Architect. Pet Sept 
24. Postlethwaite. Ulverston, Oct 14 at 10. Relph, Barrow-in- 


Furness, 
Tuzspay, Oct. 12, 1869. 


To Surrender in London. 

Beamish, Sam! Geo, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Oct 6 (for pau). 
Roche. Oct 26 at 11. Calvert, Chancery-lane. 

Boyle, Chas, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Oct7. Roche. Oct 22 
at 11. Linklaters & Co, Walbrook. 

Bromby, Eliza, Swinton-st, Gray’s-inn-rd, Lodging-house Keeper. Pet 
Oct 7. Roche. Oct 22at 12. Lovell & Co, Gray’s-inn-sq. 

Brooke, Edwin EitzHerbert, Herne-hill-rd, Coldharbour-lane, Camber- 
well, General-shop Keeper. Pet Oct7. Roche. Oct 22.at 12. Cooke, 
Gresham-bidgs. 

Brown, Chas, Ramsgate, Kent, Smack Owner. Pet Oct 8. Roche. Oct 
26 at 12. Moss, Gra urch-st. 

Chariton, Chas, Oxford-st, Provision Dealer. Pet Oct8. Roche. Oct 
22 at 1. Lewis & Lewis, Ely-pl, Holborn. 

Clarke, Robt, Aldersgate-st, Gas Engineer. Pet Oct7. Roche. Oct 
22at 1. Marshall, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Clark, Wm Jas, Margate, Kent, Carpenter. Pet Oct 8. Roche. Oct 
26 atl. Lydal, Southampton-bidgs, Chancery-lane, fer Mourilyan, 
Sandwich. 

Collett, Fredk Walter, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet, Oct 7 (for pau). 
Roche. Oct 26 at 1!. Watson, Basinghall-st. 

Drayton, Richd Woodward, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Oct 8 (for 
pau). Roche. Oct 26 at1i2. Harrison, Basinghall-st. 

Edwards, Abram, Auckland-hill, Lower Norwood, Comm Agent. Pet 
Oct 7. Roche. Oct 22at12. Hillyer & Fenwick, Fenchurch-st. 

Edwards, Martin James, Reigate, Surrey, Wheelwright. Pet Oct 7. 
Roche. Oct 22atl. Morrison, Poultry. 

Edwards, Walter, Pagoda-cottage, Blackheath, Clerk. Pet Oct 8. 
Roche. Oct 26 at 12. Ratcliffe & Son, St Michael’s-alley, Cornhill. 
Fowler, David, Buckingham-mews, Portobello-rd, Notting-hill, 

Farrier. Pet Oct 6, Roche. Oct22at12. Hicks, Coleman-st. 

Haldane, Hy, Martlet-ct, Bow-st, Covent-garden, Pianoforte Maker. 
Pet Oct 5. Roche. Oct 20at12. Froggatt, Argyle-st, Regent-st. — 

Hollyman, Thos, Wellington-st, Pentonville, Cowkeeper. Pet Oct 9. 
Roche. Uct 27at tl. Popham, Vincent-ter, Islington. 

Horion, Hy, Croydon, Surrey, Grocer. Pet Oct 8(forpau). Roche. 
Oct 22 at 1. Boulton, Berners-st, Oxford-st. 

Jeffryes, Sam}, Sutherland-st, Pimlico, Secretary. Pet Oct & Rocheg 
Oct 22 at 1. Jenkins, Tavistock-st, Covent-garden. 

Jewiss, John Thos, jun, Botolph-lane, Eastcheap, Smith. Pet Oct & 

Roche. Oct 22at!. Medcalf, Gresham-bldgs, Guildhall. 
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‘Lambert, Alphonse, Delamere-crescent, Bayswater, General Agent. Pet 
Oct 7. Pepys. Oct 26 at1l!. Braham, Dane’s-inn, Strand. 

‘Lucas, Wm, Crawford-st, Bry 8q, out of busi Pet Oct 7. 
Roche. Oct 22at1. Peverley, Gresham-bidgs, Guildhall. 

Make‘n, Hy, Lower Thames-st. Licensed Victualler. Pet Oct 9. Roche. 
Oct 22 at 11. Nash & Co, Suffolk-lane, Cannon-st. 

Marshall, Benj, Lawrence Pountney-hill, Engraver. Pet Oct8. Roche. 
Oct 26 at 12. Geaussent, New Broad-st. 

“Matthewe, Geo Barber, Esling, Norfolk, Butcher. Pet Oct7. Roche. 
Oct 22. at 12. Storey, King’s-rd, Bedford-row, for Sadd, Norwich. 

Mills, Geo, Grosvenor-cottages, Millbrook-rd, Coldharbour-lane, 
Brixton, General Shop Keeper. Pet Oct7. Roche. Oct 22 at 12. 





Cooke, Gresham-bldgs, Guildhall. 

Moran. Matthew Lewis, John’s-ter, Commercial-rd, Peckham, Dentist. 
Pet Oct 8. Roche. Oct 26at1. Kent, Cannon-st. 

Nicholls, John, Lancaster-st, Newington-causeway, Baker. Pet Oct 9. 
Roche. Oct 26at!. Lewis & Son, Wilmington-sq, Clerkeuwell, 

Nield, Wm Robt, Aldermanbury, Shirt Maker. Pet Oct6. Oct 26 at 
12, Reed, Guildhall-chambers, Basinghall-st. 

Onslow, Richd Francis, Prisoner for Debt, London. PetOct 7. Roche. 
Oct 22 at 1. Bastard, Brabant-ct, Philpot-lane. 
Reynolds, Joseph, Reynold’s-cottages, Grove-rd, Stamford-hill, Cab 
Proprietor. PetOct3. Roche. Oct 26at1. Hicks, Coleman-st. 
Savage, Robt, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Oct7 (forpau). Roche. 
Oct 26 at 11. Lawrence, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Savage, Jas, jun, Noble-st, Shirt Maker. Pet Oct 9. Pepys. Oct 27 at 
1l. Sturt, Ironmonger-lane. 

Taplin, Jas Chas, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Oct 6 (for pau). 
Roche. Oct 26 at!2. Edwards, Bush-lane, Cannon-st. 

Terry, Robt, Gt Cambridge-st, Hackney-rd, Boot Manufacturer. Pet 
Oct 2. Roche, Oct 22atll. Sole & Co, Aldermanbury. 

Tuckfield, Joseph Hy, Boxworth-grove, Barnsbury, Dealer in Watches. 
Pet Oct 7. Roche. Oct 22 at 12. Geaussent, New Broad-st. 

Wedderburne, Chas Adrian Webster, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet 


Oct8 (for pan). Roche. Oct 26at!. Watson, Basinghall-st. 

Wells, Frances, Palmerston-ter, Coldharbour-lane, Camberwell, Gro- 
‘cer. Pet Oct8. Roche. Oct22acll. Cooke, Gresham-bldgs, 
Guildhall. 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Andrews, Chas, Norwich, Publican. Adj Sept 20. Palmer. 
“Oct 18 atl. Clabburr, Norwich. 

Beard, Wm, Witham, Essex, Coach Builder. Pet Oct7. Cunnington. 
Braintree. Oct 25 at 10. Freeman, Maldon. 

Blaksley, Wm, Newhall, Derby, Miner. Pet Oct8. Hubbersty. Bur- 
ton-upon-Trent, Oct 27 «t 10. Wilson, Burton-upon-Trent. 

Bond, John, Bournemouth, Hants, Cabinet Maker. Pet Oct 9. Druitt. 
Christchurch, Oct 26 at 11. Sharp, Christchurch. 

Booth, Hy, East Retford, Nottingham, Stonemason. Pet Oct 8. New- 
ton. East Ketford, Oct 23 at 10. Rex, Lincoln. 

Brereton, Wm, sen, Kinsey Heath, Cheshire, no occupation. Pet Oct 8. 
Jones. Whitchurch, Oct 29 at 11. Pearson, Market Drayton. 

Chaplain, Robt, Norwich, Shoemaker. Adj Sept 20 (for pau). Palmer. 


Norwich, Oct 18 at (1. 
Coldron, Edwin, Sheffield, Joiner. Pet Oct 8. Wake. Sheffield, Oct 28 
Adj; Aug 14. Woodcock, 


atl. Binney & Son, Sheffield. 

Cunliffe, Thos, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. 
Haslingden, Oct 22 at 10. Deane, Blackburn. 

‘Cunningham, John, Harptord, Deven, Gent. Pet Sept 28. Exeter, Oct 
28 at 11. Holmes & Holmes, Finsbury-pl; Floud, Exeter. 

Edwards, Mary, Dorking, Surrey, Dressmaker. Pet Oct 8. Hart. Dork- 
ing, Oct 22at1l. Head, Reigate. 

Elliott, Wm, Alnwick, Northumberland, Horse Breaker. Pet Oct 9. 
‘Wilson. Alnwick, Oct 28 at il. Busby, Alnwick. 

Elson, Wm, Lincoln, Cowkeeper. Pet Oct 6. Uppleby. Lincoln, Oct 
26 at 11. Rex, Lincoln. 

Evans, Cornelius, & Evan Richards, Chester, Builders. Pet Oct 7. 
Porter. Chester, Oct 26 at 12. Cartwright, Chester. 

Fellows, Hy Lester, Wednesbury, Staffordshire, Butcher. Pet Oct 7. 
Walsall, Nov 4.at 12. Sheldon, Wednesbury. 

Firth, Wm, Manch, Manufacturer, Pet Oct 9. Macrae. Manch, Oct 
22 at 12. Chew & Son, Manch. 

Fisher, Chas Allan, & Fredk Fisher, Batley, York, Doffing Plate Manu- 
facturers. Adj Sept 18. Leeds, Oct 25 at 11. 

Fox, Edwd, jun, Masbro’, Derby, Shopkeeper. Pet Oct 4. Wake. 
Chesterfield, Oct 26 at 11. Gee, Chesterfield. 

Gidman, Joseph, Abergele, Denbigh, Pallet Maker, Pet Oct 7. Sisson 
Rhyl, Oct 21 at 10. Williams, Khyl. 

Goatham, Geo, Sittingbourne, Kent, Builder. Pet Oct 9. Hills. Sitting- 
bourne, Oct 23 at 12, Willis, Sittingbourne. 

Greaves, Abraham, & John Greaves, Calverley, York, Manufacturers. 
Pet Oct 8. Bradford, Qct 22 at 9.15. Carr, Leeds. 

Groves, Jas, Bawdrin, Somersetshire, Shopkeeper. Pet Oct 7. Lovibond. 
Bridgwater, Oct 27 at 10. Reed & Cook, Bridgwater. 

Grundy, Wm, Wigan, Lancashire, Brewer’s Traveller. Pet Oct7. Part. 
Wigan, Oct 28 at1l. France, Wigan. 

Hackshaw, Benj, Sittingbourne, Kent, Manager to a Bootmaker. Pet 
Oct 8. Hills. Sittingbourne, Oct 23 at 12, Parsons, Sittingbourne, 

-and King William-st, Charing-cross, 


Harrison, Jas, Edgbaston, Warwickshire, out of business: Pet Oct 9. 


Norwich, 


Tudor. Birm, Oct 22 at 12. James & Griffin, Birm. mart 
urd. 
Okehampton, Oct 23 at 11. Fulford, Northtawton. 
Holmes, Geo, Bedford, Gent. Pet Oct 6. Hinrich. Bedford, Oct 28 at 
Hooper, Wm, Teretoil, Cornwall, Farmer. Pet Oct 5. Collins. Bodmin. 
y 
Hughes, Wm, Ardwick, Lancashire, Railway Pointsman. 
Kay. Manch, Nov 10 at 9.30, Storer, Manch. 
Bristol, Oct 
22 at il. Taynton, Gloucester; Press & Inskip, Bristol. 
James, Hy, Prisoner for Debt, Nottingham. Adj Oct 6. Patchitt. Not- 
Jones, Elias, Newport, Monmouthshire, Ship Chandler. Pet Sept 27. 
Wilde. Bristol, Oct22 at Jl. Press & Inskip, Bristol. 
~picn.Oct 23 at 10. White, Northampten. 
Meaker, Wm Bailey, Huntspill, Somersetshire, Baker. PetOct7. Lovi- 


Hellier, Joseph, Sticklepath, Devonshire, Farmer. Pet Sept 25. 

12. Whyley, Bedford. 

Oct 26 at 10. Sobey, Fowey. 

Pet Oct 8. 

Hunt, Wm, Gloucester, Shipbuilder. Pet Oct 8. Wilde. 

tingham, Oct 20 at 10.30. Cranch, Nottingham. 
Mead, Geo Hy, Northampton, Beerseller. PetOct7. Dennis. North- 

bond. Bridgwater, Oct 27 at 10. Reed & Cook, Bridgwater, 





——— 


ee 

Miles, Philip, Cinderford, Gloucestershire, Collier. Pet Oct 6. Burrup, 
Newnham, Oct 25 ati0. Goold, Newnham. 

Miles, Jehn Albert, Banbury, Oxfordshire, Coachbuilder. Pet Oct 9, 
Fortescue. Banbury, Oct 25ati2. Kilby, Banbury. 

Mitton, Edwd, Birm, Solicitor. Pet Oct7. Guest. Birm, Oct 29 at 19, 
Fallows, Birm, 

Morrell, Robt, Todmorden, Yorkshire, Tailor. Pet Oct 1. Leeds, Oct 
25 atil. Eastwood, Todmorden; Bond & Barwick, Leeds. 

as 3s Hy, Lpool, Clothier. Pet Oct7. Lpool, Oct 22 at It. Nordon, 

ool. 


P 

Pointer, Geo, Honing, Norfolk, Publican. Pet Oct 6. Wilkinson. North 
Walsham, Oct 25 at 11. Sadd, Norwich. 

Rafter, Peter, Newcastle-upon-lI'yne, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet Uct 5, 
Clayton, Newcastle, Oct 25at 10 Bush, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, — 

Sanderson, Wm, Middlesborough, Yorkshire. Pet Oct 9. Child. Harte 
pool, Oct 20 at 11. Bell, West Hartlepool. 

Shaw, Thos, jun, Diggle, York, Butcher. PetOct7. Roberts. Saddle. 
worth, Oct 23 at10. Sykes, Huddersfield. 

Smith, Hy, Walsall, Staffordshire, eut of business. Pet Oct 6. Walsall, 
Nov 4at 12. Stanley, Walsall. 

Smith, John, Clee, Lincolnshire, Grocer. Pet Oct 4. 
Grimsby, Oct 22 at 12. Haddelsey, Caistor. 

Spencer, Anthony, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj Sept 15, Bolton, 
Blackburn, Oct 25 at 1. Wheeler & Dean, Blackburn. 

Spiller, Saml Harvey Herbert Richd, Membury, Devonshire, Bootmaker, 
Pet Oct6. Bond. Axminster, Oct 25 at11. Paull, Ilminster. 

Stobart, Thos, Varlington, Durham, Joiner. Pet Oct 8. Gibson. New. 
castle-upon-Tyne, Oct 27 at 12. Steaveuson, Darlington ; Hoyle & Co, 
Newcastle-on-Tyne. 

Suart, Wm Couperthwaite, Ulverston, I hire, Sh ker. Pet Oct 
4. Postlethwaite. Ulverston, Oct 30.at10. Jackson, Ulverston, 

Tate, Geo, Huddersfield, York, Wholesale Outfitter. Pet Oct 14. Jones, 
Huddersfield, Oct 25 at 10. Sykes, Huddersfield. 

Taylor, Edwd, Birm, Huckster’s-shop Keeper. Pet Oct 4. Guest. Birm, 
Oct 29 at 10. Parry, Birm. 

Thornton, John, Prisouer for Debt, Lancaster, Myres, 
Preston, Oct 23 at 10. Ambler, Preston. 

Vickers, Wm Hy, Longton, Stafford, Bootmaker. Pet Oct 6. Keary. 
Stoke-upon-Trent, Oct 23 at 11. Ward, Longton. 

Walton, Geo, Alton, Hants. Pet Oct 5. Ulement., Alton, Oct 22 at], 
White, Dane’s-inn, Strand, and Guildford. 

Williams, Susan, Owtery St Mary, Devon, out of business. Pet Oct 7, 
Stamp. Honiton, Oct 25at ll. Jeffery, Ottery St Mary. 

Williams, Wm, Pwllheli, Carnarvon, Saddler, Pet Oct 7. Lpool, Oct % 
at l2, Evans & Lockett, Lpool. 

Wilson, Josiah, Leeds, out of business, Pet Oct 9. Leeds, Oct 25 at Il, 
Spirett, Leeds. 

Wilson, John, Darlaston, Stafford, Draper. Pet Sept 27. Tudor. Bim, 
Oct 22 at 12. Stead, Manch; Hodgson & Son, Birm. 

Whitecomb, John Wm, Tarvin, Chester, Publican. Pet Oct 9. Lpool, 
Oct 22 at 12. Churton, Chester. 

Wood, Edwin, Hanley, Stafford, Hatter. Pet Oct 8. Tudor. 
22 at 12. Tomkinson, Burslem ; James & Griffin, Birm. 
Woodhouse, Hy, West Bromwich, Stafford, Retail Brewer. 

Watson, Oldbury, Oct 27 at i0. Hollier, West Bromwich. 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Frrpay, Oct. 8, 1869. 
Burton, Georgiana, Clarendon-villa, Western-rd, Ealing, out of business, 


Daubeny. Gt 





Adj Sept i5. 


Birm, Oct 
Pet Oct 7. 


Sept . 
Bedford, Jas Hy, Edwards-st, Portman-sq, Coachbuilder. Oct 4. 








A large discount for cash. 


ILLS of COMPLAINT, ANSWERS, APPEALS, 
MINUTES, and all Law Printing, executed with promptitude 
and at moderate charges by 
YATES & ALEXANDER, 
Law PrinTERs, 
7, Symonds-inn (and at Church-passage), Chancery-lane, Londons. 


» lies AND ALEXANDER, 
PRINTERS, 

7, Symonds-inn (and at Church-passage), Chancery-lane, W.0. 

Parliamentary Bills, Appeals, Bills of Complaint, Memorandums and 
Articles of Association, Legal Forms, Notices, &c. 

Prospectuses of Public Companies, Share Certificates, Show Cards, 
Cheques, Insurance Tables, Policies, Proposal Forms. 

—— Particulars and Conditions of Sale, Posting Bills, and all 
General Printing. 


*LACK’S FENDER AND FIRE-IRON WARE- 
Ss HOUSE is the MOST ECONOMICAL, consistent with good quality: 
Iron Fenders, $s.6d.; Bronzed ditto, 8s. 6d., with standards; superie 
Drawing-room ditto, 14s. 6d. to 50s.; Fire Irons, 2s, 6d. to 20s. Pateut 
Dish Covers, with handles to take off, 18s. setofsix. Table Knives and 
Forks, 88. per dozen. Roasti te, 78. 6d. Tea-trays, 











Jacks, plete, 
is, 6d, setofthree; elegant Papier Maché ditto, 25s. the set. Teapots, 
with plated knob, 5s.6d.; Coal Scuttles,2s.6d. A set of Kitchen Uten 
lils for cottage, £3. Slack’s Cutlery has been celevrated for 50 years. 


savory Table Knives, 14s., 16s., and 18s. per dozen. White Bone Knives 
and Forks,8s, 9d. and 12s,; Black Horn ditto, 8s. and 10s. All ware 
ranted, 

As the limits of an advertisement will not allow of a detailed list, p72? 
chasers are requested to send for their Catalogue, with 350 drawings, 6a 
prices of Electro-Plate, Warranted Table Cutlery, Furnishing [ronmor- 
gery, &. Maybe had gratis or post free. Every article marked in 
figures at the same low prices for which their establishment bas bee# 
celebrated for nearly 50 years. Orders above £2 delivered cartiage free 


per rail. 
RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 236, STRAND, LONDON, 
Opposite Somerset House, 





